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ABSTRACT
Examining the Generation Effects on Job-Hopping Intention by Applying the Theory
of Planned Behavior (TPB)
by
YUEN Sze Hang Sally
Master of Philosophy

Job hopping is about people changing jobs frequently. This concept is slightly
different from normal turnover in terms of employees staying in the present company
for a short period of time only before they move on to the next job. While there
appears to be an increased level of acceptance of job hopping, the phenomenon has
also been associated with different problems faced by organizations, such as
retaining experienced and trained employees. Past research has been directed to
examining the roles of various social (e.g., perceived job availability) and
psychological (e.g., job satisfaction, turnover culture, values and attitudes) factors in
job hopping behavior. One interesting line of these researches focuses on job hopping
among the younger generation (i.e., the Millennials) which is suggested to be
frequent job hoppers compared to the previous generations, and this observed
generational difference in job hopping is due to the poorer work attitudes (e.g., being
disloyal and valuing much on extrinsic rewards) held by young people. However, a
research conducted in the U.S. (Twenge, 2010) showed that younger workers are
actually similar to the older generation in the way that they are also willing to stay
longer in the companies instead of hopping jobs if they are satisfied with their jobs.
In this research, the job hopping phenomenon of Chinese workers in the Hong Kong
context was examined. A qualitative study (Study 1) was conducted with 30 young,
full-time Hong Kong Chinese employees from different industries to examine their
conceptions and perceptions of job hopping. Results showed that job hopping is
considered different from “usual turnover” in terms of its detrimental effects to one‟s
record on the curriculum vitae (CV). Most interviewees preferred not to “job hop”
unless they have an especially attractive alternative offer. Bad track record on the CV
resulted from job hopping is something to be avoided by most interviewees. Based
on part of the findings in Study 1, a quantitative survey research (Study 2) was
conducted to further investigate the purported generational differences (Generations
X and Y) in job hopping intention by using the Theory of Planned Behavior
framework (Ajzen, 1991). Results showed that there were no differences in attitudes
towards job hopping and subjective norms, but there were significant differences in
perceived control and job hopping intention between Gen X and Y. Regardless of
generational differences, the TPB predictors (i.e., attitudes, subjective norms and
perceived control) accounted for additional variances in explaining job hopping
intention when controlling for age, education level, average tenure and job
satisfaction. Implication of the findings and future research directions are also
discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the Study
Job hopping phenomenon was discussed by different researchers in their articles
or books. Some researchers examined the job hopping behavior in specific industries
(e.g., Khatri et al., 2001) while some investigated the generational differences in job
hopping resulted from different work attitudes (e.g., Ahmed et al., 2014). Higher
salary is often cited as the main reason of people changing jobs frequently. When
other companies offered better monetary reward, employees would then jump from
the current job to another. Is job hopping such a mechanistic phenomenon?

Generational effects in workplace were studied by different researchers like
generational differences in job hopping. Generation X is believed to be very likely to
hop jobs. Job hopping is a way for Gen Xers to gain career advancement, receive
monetary rewards (e.g., salary and bonus), enhance marketability and build up skills
(Filipczak, 1994; Jennings, 2000; Bova & Kroth, 2001). Millennial, as suggested by
different researchers or authors, is also the „job hopping‟ generation. They do not
expect themselves to stay too long in the same job, the same company or even the
same career (Armour, 2005). Millennial employees do not avoid jumping from one
job to another as job hopping is no longer a taboo (Twenge & Campbell, 2008). They
tend have shorter employment tenure and frequent job switching (Wieck, 2010) such
as staying in a company for not longer than two years (Debashish & Ray, 2012; as
cited in Shaharuddin & Zahari, 2014). Although both generations are perceived as
job hopping generation, Millennial are portrayed as the group which is more likely to
hop jobs than others.
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There are different reasons for Millennials‟ job hopping. For instance, they would
try to find the jobs that fit their preferences (i.e. having high level of freedom in jobs)
and tend to quit jobs when they find that the jobs do not meet their expectations
(Cennamo & Gardner, 2008), when they are not satisfied with the work environment
(Hole et al., 2010; Zhao and Liu, 2008; as cited in Gu et al., 2010) or do not like the
job they are currently doing (Walker & Sorce, 2009). Lavoie-Tremblay et al. (2010)
thought that Gen Y employees are having low level of loyalty with their company
and they accept using job hopping as a tool for career advancement. Talented
individuals of Generation Y are even ready for job hopping and do not care about
how many companies or employers they have to change to when such changes could
fulfill their aspirations (Srinivasan, 2011). They are more likely to hop jobs since
their work and career attitudes such as their limited loyalty to the employers and their
single-minded pursuit for career advancement and better entitlement (Amble, 2003,
Budd, 2008; as cited in Treuren & Anderson, 2010; Lavoie-Tremblay et al., 2010;
Wee, 2013) and attitude of “choosing their own bosses” (Goldman & Schmalz, 2006),
are very different from their elder co-workers. Johnson and Ng (2015) attributed
Millennials‟ unrealistic expectations at work and frequent job hopping to their
socialization with excessive amount of positive reinforcement and attention during
childhood.

Researchers tried to find out what kind of attitudes contribute to job hopping
among employees from different generation groups. Based on past studies about
reasons of job hopping, there are still other reasons contribute to job hopping
behavior (e.g., turnover culture and perceived job availability). According to the
theory of planned behavior (TPB), attitude is only one of the predictors of human
2

behavior. Subjective norms and perceived behavioral control can also affect ones‟
intention to do a specific behavior and guide people to take real action to perform
such behavior (Ajzen, 1991; 2002). Thus, I would like to study the generational
differences in job hopping in a more comprehensive way by using TPB.

1.2 Rationale and Research Question of the Study
Since the job hopping phenomenon was discussed by different authors or
researchers is in other countries like the U.S. or Singapore, I would like to
understand more about job hopping in the Hong Kong context. There are many
studies, books and articles examine about why Millennials hop jobs, but the results
were found and comments were evaluated from the perceptive of „outsiders‟ who are
older than the research target (i.e. the Millennials) and might not have many job
hopping experiences themselves. In this thesis, I would like to examine if my
research targets, the Millennials, who are being perceived as one of the members of
the „job hopping‟ generation, really do not mind hopping job and their number of
times of job hopping. If they have the experiences of changing jobs frequently, are
their reasons of job hopping consistent with those suggested by the previous studies?
In addition to understanding Hong Kong young employees‟ perception of job
hopping, I would also like to examine Hong Kong employee‟s job hopping intention
by using TPB and whether there are any generational differences in their job hopping
intention. To the best of my knowledge, there has not been research using TPB to
understand job hopping. Researchers (e.g., Khatri et al., 2001; Gibson, Greenwood &
Murphy, 2009; Friedel et al., 2011) tried to find out how work values or attitudes
(e.g., low level of loyalty, valuing extrinsic rewards and job hopping attitudes)
contribute to peoples‟ job hopping behavior. According to TPB, attitudes only are not
3

sufficient to provide a comprehensive explanation to why people do a specific
behavior. Subjective norms and perceived control are also influential to ones‟
intention to perform such a behavior. The stronger the behavioral intention is, a
person would be more likely to take real action to do a behavior.

The research questions are set as follows:
1. How do young employees in Hong Kong think about job hopping? (Study 1)
2. In addition to attitudes, do subjective norms and perceived control also affect
ones‟ job hopping intention based on the theoretical assumption of the theory of
planned behavior (TPB)? (Study 2)
3. Are there any generational differences in TPB predictors (i.e., attitudes,
subjective norms, perceived control) and JH intention between Gen X and Y
employees in Hong Kong? Do both generations deserve for the label of job
hoppers or do Millennials deserve more for this label? (Study 2)
4. When researchers discussed about generational differences in job hopping, there
seems to be correlation between generation and job hopping. In addition to
predicting job hopping intention, do TPB predictors also help explain the effects
of generation on job hopping intention? (Study 2)

1.3 Organization of the Thesis
There are five chapters in this thesis. Chapter 2 will be the literature review on
job hopping including the definition of job hopping, the differences in job hopping
and normal turnover, peoples‟ perceptions of job hoppers, the negative consequences
of job hopping to organizations, who hop jobs and why they hop jobs.

4

Past studies inspired me to conduct two studies to investigate the job hopping
phenomenon in Hong Kong. The first study (Study 1) is to conduct face-to face
interviews with young employees in Hong Kong in order to understand their views or
perceptions on job hopping. For the reason that most studies were conducted in other
countries (e.g. U.S. or Singapore) by using the quantitative method, I would like to
have a more in-depth understanding on how the target employees perceive job
hopping (e.g., the possible consequences of job hopping). A qualitative method is
going to be used in Study 1 (see Chapter 3).

The second study (Study 2) is to examine whether the Theory of Planned
Behaviour (TPB) could help explain Hong Kong employees‟ job hopping intention.
Past studies found out different reasons of people‟s job hopping behaviour. There are
three main reasons that could fit into the TPB model according to literature: 1)
valuing extrinsic rewards (i.e., attitudes towards job hopping); 2) job hopping
becomes a norm (i.e., subjective norms) and 3) perceived job availability in the
labour market (i.e., perceived control). However, those studies seldom investigated
on which factors are playing a more important role on predicting ones‟ job hopping
behaviour or intention. Meanwhile, the term „job hopping‟ is commonly found in
researches on generational differences. Although there are no consistent findings
about which generation is more likely to hop jobs, it is interesting to see if there is
correlation between generations and job hopping. Thus, I hope to examine the
generational differences in job hopping intentions and the three predictors (i.e.,
attitude, subjective norms and perceived control) in the TPB model to find out which
of them is playing a comparatively important role on job hopping intention generally
and to test if there are mediating effects of the three TPB predictors on the
5

relationship between Generations (Generation X and Generation Y) and job hopping
intention (see Chapter 4).

In Chapter 5, I would summarize the results of the two studies, discuss about the
theoretical and practical implications of result findings, state the limitations of the
current study and explore the directions of future study.

6

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Definition of Job Hopping
Job hopping is a phenomenon that makes different human resource professionals
face difficulties in hiring employees and how to make employees keep staying in
their companies among different countries and cities. People from Singapore,
Malaysia and Hong Kong in a human resource professional forum shared the same
view that job hopping had already become a culture and this turnover culture was
also popular in China (Parton, 1993, Machachlan, 1996, Asia Pacific Management
News, 1997; as cited in Khatri et al., 2001). Job hopping phenomenon is commonly
found in different countries as well as different industries such as the manufacturing
(e.g., food and beverage and marine and shipping industries) and services sectors
(e.g., the retail industry) in Singapore (Khatri et al., 1999, 2001), construction
companies in Africa (Nkomo & Thwala, 2009), IT industries in India (Pathak, 2014;
Naresh & Rathnam, 2015) and the U.S. (Fallick, Fleischman, & Rebitzer, 2006;
Freedman, 2008).

In the literature, job hopping refers to changing jobs frequently (e.g., Ben-Ari &
Clammer, 2000; Cumming, 2012). Job hoppers are usually perceived as those who
cannot stay in a company for a reasonable time (Mtungwa, 2009), those who are
unstable and unable to hold a job for a long period of time (Kaila, 2006) or those
who are spending limited time on and having little passion for their jobs (Bills, 1990).
In Singapore, National Wages Council indicated that job hopping is the irresponsible
changes of jobs (Lim, 2013). Since they changed their jobs frequently, they have
different experiences of working in many different companies.
7

While some authors or researchers defined job hopping as above, there are
others trying to include the reasons of changing jobs frequently in the definition of
job hopping. Friedell et al. (2011) defined job hopping as leaving an employer for
career advancement or enhancement in personal career success. Naresh and Rathnam
(2015) shared similar views and pointed out that employee changing frequently or
moving from one job to another job or move between companies in order to receive a
quick financial gain or having career advancement. In defining job hopping, some
researchers included valuing extrinsic rewards as one of the factors, while others
comprise internal impulse and turnover culture in the definition. Khatri and his
colleagues (1999; 2001) defined job hopping as moving from one job to another
regardless of better offer or other rational reasons. It is based on the internal impulse
or turnover culture. They defined job hopping in this way based on the ideas of
various past studies about switching jobs frequently (e.g. Ghiselli, 1974, p.81;
Abelson, 1993, p.339, Iverson & Deery, 1997; as cited in Khatri et al., 1999; 2001)
and the data received by interviewing human resources managers and employees.
Ghiselli (1974) suggested that there is a kind of person who tends to switch jobs
frequently without clear or specific reasons. They seem to have "mobility in their
blood" or a dispositional tendency that they change jobs simply due to their internal
impulses but not rational reasons. He named such behavior as “hobo syndrome” and
defined it as “periodic itch to move from a job from one place to some other jobs in
some other places” (p.81). People with different job levels can also have hobo
syndrome. The length of staying in a company (e.g., a few months or a year) depends
on the strength and periodicity of their itch, that is, the stronger the itch is, the shorter
the period of time they stay in the company. To decide whether a person is with hobo
8

syndrome, the total number of turnovers in the whole career are counted as evidence.
Abelson (1993) and Iverson and Deery (1997) tried to attribute the job hopping
behavior to turnover culture (i.e., there is a normative belief that such turnover
behavior is acceptable (as cited in Khatri et al., 1999; 2001). They suggested that
there is a shared value by co-workers that switching jobs from one company to
another is an acceptable behavior. People may even feel pressured when they still
stay in the same company for a long period of time. Khatri and his colleagues (1999;
2001) developed a job hopping scale which included three items: „To me, switching
jobs is kind of fun‟; „I switch jobs because my colleagues do so‟ and „I tend to
change jobs for no apparent reason‟ to see whether the targeted participants have the
job hopping attitude or behavior.

In addition to including the reasons of job hopping in the definition, some authors
(Settersten & Ray, 2010) even renamed job hopping as job shopping mentioned in
the Fabricant, Miller and Stark‟s book (2013). Settersten and Ray (2010) deemed that
people changing jobs frequently are not necessarily due to restlessness or fickleness.
When people change jobs with a clear goal or achievement, working in different
companies is a smart strategy for them to understand different office cultures,
increase salaries and enhance their responsibilities with each transition. People
changing jobs with clear purposes is called job shopping. On the contrary, switching
jobs frequently without credentials is regarded as job hopping. Their moves are not
because of their willingness to switch but their no bargaining position or lack of
qualifications or skills. They are trying to find their footings.

Whether job hopping is simply defined as changing jobs frequently, switching
9

jobs with different reasons, or even renamed as job shopping, it is clear that
„changing jobs frequently or within a short period of time‟ is the core element when
defining job hopping. Thus, job hopping refers to changing jobs frequently within a
short period of time in this study.

2.2 Differences in Defining “Changing Jobs within a Short Period of Time”
The definitions of „changing jobs frequently‟ or „within a short period of time‟
varied in different countries or industries. Some authors defined what job hopping is,
but they did not mention clearly how short that period of time is. For example, in
Mtungwa‟s book (2009), the definition of job-hopping is about switching jobs
frequently without staying in a company for a reasonable time or one changing their
job from one company to another repeatedly within a short period of time or
frequently, but not regularly or continuously. As Khatri and his colleagues (1999)
thought that different countries have different definitions on job hopping behavior,
they defined job hopping based on Singaporean human resource managers and
officers‟ perceptions and interpretations towards job hopping. One of the examples
about job hoppers shared by the interviewees is that, one of the executive officers
quitted the job after working in a company for three months as he or she found that
the job is not interesting and the company didn‟t provide him or her a satisfied salary
level and enough opportunities for exerting his or her talents. Although the specific
definition of that short period of time is uncertain in his studies, at least it is apparent
that quitting jobs within three months is unacceptable in the view of some human
resource managers in Singapore.

Some of the researchers have specified the frequency of job hopping or the short
10

period of time employees staying in a company. Borman (1991) mentioned that job
hopping is a term to describe the work experiences of the young who are changing
jobs frequently in less than 9 months in the U.S, while Lim and Chew (1998) and
Lim (2013) mentioned that National Wages Council defined job hoppers as those
who change jobs for a few times within a year and divided job hoppers into more
serious level and not-so-serious level. Job hopping would be defined as people
staying in the same company only for one to two years even if they have signed a
permanent contract with the company and that the cost invested in training and hiring
staffs are not covered (Business & Management Practices, 2014). In the study of
Fallick, Fleischman, & Rebitzer (2006), they defined job hopping as rapid movement
of employees between competing firms. Their targeted participants were experienced
employees in the technology field in Silicon Valley (The U.S.), as problems like
knowledge spillovers occurred due to this high rate of employer-to-employer
mobility. They defined the stayers as employees who worked for the same employer
in two continuous months while movers (i.e. job hoppers in the computer /
technology industry) as employees who changed from one employer to another
within two continuous months. Staying in the company for a short period of time in
their study was defined as two months. Pranaya (2014) did an analytical review on
the job hopping issue. Job hopping was defined as changing jobs once every one or
two years frequently according to people‟s own will but not because of company
closedown. In a library workplace, those who stick with one job for one year and
move to another job are regarded as job hoppers (Gordon, 2006). Having a habit of
changing jobs every year or two would give employers an impression that the
potential employee would quit the job very soon, As a result, employers are not
willing to invest on hiring or training this kind of potential employees.
11

Some researchers conducted qualitative studies to understand how frequent
workers change their jobs and the reasons for job hopping. Daming and Xiaoyun
(2010) conducted a study to examine on the attitudes of young migrant workers from
the countryside towards job hopping as well as their frequency and reasons of
switching jobs frequently. Results showed that the younger the workers, the more
number of times they hop jobs. For example, more than 50 percent of the migrant
workers who aged between twenty-one and thirty have switched jobs for two to three
times while only 29 percent of those who are older than thirty have the same
experiences. When researchers asked the interviewees further for the length of time
they stayed in the first job before quitting, 34% of the workers stayed in the company
for 1 year or less while 53% staying for one to two years.

There are not many studies which mainly examine about the job hopping
phenomenon or behavior in Hong Kong. Lau and Pang (1995) conducted a
qualitative study to understand undergraduates‟ career perceptions. Two students in
the study mentioned their points of view about “Job-Hopping” behaviors. They
found that it was an acceptable norm for quick job change according to the
undergraduates‟ responses. Students thought that it was acceptable to change jobs
within the first 6 months and many companies have already expected this situation to
occur. They also found that students were using a trial and error approach to see if a
job fits for them. If students do not like their current job, they would choose to quit
within one to two months. If they think the job is fine, they would stay in the
company for one to two years and keep on looking for other opportunities.
Researchers concluded that undergraduates seemed to make “job” decisions instead
12

of “career” decisions. People from different industries, countries, or age groups have
different definition of “changing jobs within a short period of time”.

2.3 Key Element to Define Job Hopping: Staying not long enough in a company
Turnover does not only refer to ones quitting their current jobs and find another
one, but also to ones changing their working companies, occupation types, or
professionals (Zhou, 2014). Past researchers examined different antecedents of
turnover in both psychological (e.g., job satisfaction or work attitude) and behavioral
(e.g., absenteeism or organizational citizenship behaviors) aspects (Tsui & Lau, 2002)
as well as how people‟s cost-benefit calculation (i.e., an example of the cognitive
process) would affect their decision to stay or leave the companies (Rusbult & Farrell,
1983; Tsui & Lau, 2002). Turnover can be divided into 2 types, voluntary and
involuntary (Griffeth & Hom, 2004). One quitting a job according to his or her will is
one of the examples of voluntary turnover (Price, 1977; as cited in Griffeth & Hom,
2004). Job hopping can be regarded as voluntary turnover as people choose to leave
the jobs within a short period of time according to their wills.

It is common to see employee‟s turnover due to the external rewards. Past studies
suggested that there are strong correlations between turnover and job satisfaction as
well as the strong relationship between turnover and satisfaction with received
extrinsic rewards (Porter & Steers 1973). However, for job hopping phenomenon, the
focus should not only be on people valuing much on extrinsic rewards, but also on
people‟s willingness of quitting their jobs within a short period of time or frequently
in order to gain such external rewards. For example, when a person quits his job and
accepts another job offer for higher salary after staying in the current company for 4
13

to 5 years already, employers or human resources managers might think that this is a
normal turnover behavior. However, when a person does so with the same purpose
after staying in the company for less than one year only, employers or human
resources managers might think that this is a job hopping behavior. Therefore, when
deciding whether a turnover behavior is job hopping, the duration of a person worked
in a company should be considered. Employers spend much time and money when
they employed a new worker. Thus, companies hope that employees could stay for a
longer time after the costs for induction and training are invested. Other costs of job
hopping for employers could be lowering the company‟s morale, productivity and
overall profit as well as the increased costs for replacement (e.g. advertising and
interviewing), training and developing new staff (Nkomo & Thwala, 2009; Cloutier
et al., 2015). These are the reasons why employers and human resources managers or
staffs pay so much attention to the job hopping phenomenon.

Indeed, the duration of staying in a company is an important element to define
whether a person is a potential job hopper or not. Twenge et al. (in press; as cited in
Twenge, 2010) conducted the Monitoring the Future (MTF) time-lag study with one
question about job hopping (i.e., “I would like to stay in the same job for most of my
adult life.”). Researchers used the results of this question to conclude that Generation
Me is not necessarily eager to leave their jobs. The definition of job hopping in this
study seems to be about people‟s intention or willingness to stay for a long period of
time in a company. If people intend to stay longer, then they do not have job hopping
tendency. Kowske, Rasch and Wiley (2010) did a study in the U.S. to examine the
effect of generation on work attitude and how Millennials‟ attitudes differ from the
previous generations. One of the WorkTrend items is about turnover intention, which
14

is asking about participants‟ level of agreement on “Seriously considering leaving my
company within the next 12 months”. Researchers tried to interpret the same level of
turnover intention answered by the older and younger generations as the indication of
“"job-hopping" is not a generational trait” (p.257). The intention to quit in the
coming year was used to represent whether a person would job hop. Therefore,
duration of working in a company is an indispensable factor when determining if a
person engages in the job hopping behaviors.

2.4 Perceptions towards Job Hoppers
People have different perceptions to those who jump from jobs to jobs frequently
in a short period of time. Job hoppers are described as changing jobs like changing
clothes as loyalty to organizations is not that important as in the past (Aswathappa,
2005). Since they never stay long enough in the companies, they are assumed as
those who do not make contributions to the companies, not learn enough skills or
gain enough experiences from their jobs and not adapt to the organization cultures
(Mtungwa, 2009). There are also negative perceptions from employers to job hoppers.
They were perceived as always ready for leave the company, unpredictable, lack of
commitment as well as irresponsible (Trunk, 2008; as cited in Nkomo & Thwala,
2009).

Some authors thought that job hopping is no longer a stigma for some industries
or employers. The perception towards job hoppers become more positive than before
like changing jobs is for gaining more different kinds of experiences (Kaila, 2006).
Job hopping is the better method to enhance income and be beneficial to one‟s long
term career prospects than staying in the same organization (Muffels, Tsakloglou &
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Mayes, 2002). There is also the view that hopping jobs are good for those who are
starting their career as they could build their network and skills faster, and switching
jobs with a clear purpose would help managing their career (Trunk, 2008, as cited in
Butterfield, 2010).

2.5 The Negative Consequences of Job Hopping to Organizations
Job hopping would make the companies encounter the risks of knowledge
spillover for some industries and increase the costs of training new staffs to replace
the skilled workers. Firms in technology industries in Singapore are concerned much
about job hopping as they are worried that the trade secrets would be let out and the
acquired technology would be transferred to rival companies (Ng, Hirono & Siy,
1986). Employers in different countries like Germany, Japan and America
complained that they cannot train those employees who would be likely to hop jobs
as their competitors would poach their trained employees after they have already
invested so much in training (Lim & Chew, 1998; Lim, 2013).

Job hopping for pay raise became the norm. Employees changing jobs frequently
would lead to frequent labour shortage in the company (Aswathappa, 2005) and
would seriously influence the efficacy of companies and the economy as well as
retard the acquisition of skills by labours (Lim, 2013). As a result, managers needed
to prepare how to deal with the problems of increased labour cost as well as
decreased productivities (Bullard, 2003). For instance, job hopping is very concerned
by the Japanese firms that have been manufacturing in Thailand as Japanese
managers thought that time and money invested to rotation and training were wasted
when Thai workers quitted after learning the new skills (Reader & Soederberg, 2013).
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When the experienced workers left, employers needed to spend money on
replacement (e.g. advertising and interviewing) and training and developing new
staff (Nkomo & Thwala, 2009; Cloutier et al., 2015). However, even employers are
willing to train the new employees, they are worried about facing the problems of
knowledge spillover again after the new workers are being trained.

The problems of job hopping are not only found in skilled workers, but also the
managers. Some job hoppers who are at managerial level did not have any actual
contributions to improve companies‟ productivity (Witt, 2011). This kind of job
hoppers would exhibit a pattern and time frame to hop jobs like stay in a company
for two to three years only. The reason of changing jobs in this way is to conceal the
bad results of their useless management strategies like the productivity and workers‟
engagement are even worse after applying the method they proposed.

2.6 Who Does Hop Jobs
Job hopping phenomenon seems to be common in technology related industries
(e.g. Gray & James, 2007; Freedman, 2008; Huang & Zhang, 2013; Tambe & Hitt,
2013). The problem of job hopping is not only found in skilled workers, technicians
or engineers, but also in managers and executives in the technology firms (Ng,
Hirono & Siy, 1986). Job hopping phenomenon could be found in different industries
like hospitality industry (Simons, 1995) or hotel industry (Cheng & Brown, 1998).
Regardless of industries employees worked in, young people are believed as those
who are more likely to hop jobs or do not mind having job hopping records on their
job history in different countries (e.g., Wilder, Bunch, & Newbold, 2007; Gibson,
Greenwood & Murphy, 2009). Young workers and managers are found to be the
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groups who are most likely to engage in such irresponsible job changing behaviors
(Aswathappa, 2005; Lim, 2013). According to the media‟s portrait, different
companies revealed that young people are those who are most likely to engage in job
hopping behaviors (Mtungwa, 2009). Different countries seemed to face this
excessive high turnover rate especially in countries or cities with booming economies
such as such as those in Asia. The main difference between people who are in their
twenties in this generation and the previous generation is that they are changing
minds about their jobs more frequently, easily and quickly (Robbins & Wilner,
2001). In the past, young professionals were advised to stay in a company at least for
nine months to one year. However, more young people realized that job hopping is
no longer a negative stereotype compared to the past and they even believed that job
hopping is a common trend accepted by many employers.

Meanwhile, some authors or researchers believe that the job hopping
phenomenon is commonly found among different generations. Gen Xers and
Millennials are perceived as those who are more likely to engage in job hopping
behavior, even though there is a lack of consistent views about whether Gen X or
Gen Y would be the job hopping generation. Gordon (2006) mentioned that Gen
Xers are labeled as „job hooping group‟ due to their low sense of loyalty to
employers. Such low sense of loyalty are developed by witnessing their parents being
pushed aside even when they are very loyal to their companies for many years.
However, Gen Me librarians are perceived as those who are more willing to change
jobs as they have more expectations on their employers like having continually
challenging jobs or sufficient opportunities for growth and contributions. Gen X are
also described as job hopping generation as they did not believe that job security
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does exist (Artley, 2008). Their sense of security were developed from their
capabilities of moving from one company to another as well as marketing their
acquired skills (Davis, Pawlowski & Houston, 2006). On the contrary, Generation Y
are regarded as job hoppers who have difficulties in committing to the same job for
more than one year since they desire for new challenges and experiences (Hertel,
2014). They are perceived as very demanding and impatient from the managers‟
perspective. Alsop (2008) thought that it is impossible for people nowadays to stay in
the same career or employer for the whole life, but Millennials are an unusually
mobile generation. They seem not mind having job hopping records on their resumes.
They could change jobs for three times within a year. A study done by the recruiting
firm Spherion Corp suggested that almost half of the people aged between 18 and 24
would like to leave their current employer in the coming year and 61% of them
believed that changing jobs periodically would help them enhance their career
potential. The author deemed that they see job changing records as an asset and they
do not need to worry about how to maintain their daily life expenses as their parents
will take care of them during the period of seeking another jobs. There is another
study done by the Families and Work Institute (2005) in the U.S. about intention to
leave the current employers in the next year between different generation groups.
Results found that in 2002 Gen-Y employees are significantly more likely to plan to
leave their current employers in the next year than their age counterparts in 1977.

2.7 Reasons of Jumping from Jobs to Jobs
Job hopping behaviors are attributed to people valuing much on extrinsic rewards.
Materialistic values is one reason for young people‟s job hopping behavior
(Campbell & Campbell, 1997; Ben-Ari & Clammer, 2000). It is easy to find people
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switching their jobs quite frequently due to their self-interest across different
countries or cities. People at the management level deemed that salaries and other
benefits are the basic motivators for job hopping behavior (Netswera, Rankhumise &
Mavundla, 2005). In Malaysia, it is more likely to find job hopping phenomenon in
knowledge-intensive occupations and information technology industry as they hoped
to increase their salary level through changing their working companies (Kawabe,
1991). In Singapore, one of the essential factors causing one‟s intention to turnover is
the desirable payment (Debrah, 1994; Koh & Goh, 1995). Bullard (2003) examined
the dynamics of the current and future job markets in America and pointed out that
most workers choose to leave the companies that they worked for two to three years
as other companies gave them a better offer like higher salaries.

Vallabh and Donald (2001) conducted a study to examine the differences in job
hopping behaviors between black and white managers. In their study, job hopping is
described as excessive movement between jobs and such hopping behaviors are
usually done by people who are in the managerial level and driven by their greed and
desire of receiving higher salaries (Sibanda, 1995; as cited in Vallabh & Donald,
2001). The black managers‟ turnover intention is higher than that of white managers.
Both groups ranked pay as the most important factor that make them decide to quit
once it is not attained. For those who reported that they would like to quit their
current jobs, both groups thought that alternatives providing better salary package
and promotion chances are influential to their turnover decision. The most effective
way to make both black and white managers stay is to offer them better pay.

Mtungwa (2009) deemed that young black people hop jobs for the same reason.
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The young group believed that switching from one job to another is to build up their
package for gaining better earnings in the future (e.g. new employers will offer you a
higher pay than that received from the previous company). Desire to gain higher
salaries is the same motivators for Information Technology workers in U.S.
(Freedman, 2008). Some researchers implied that job hopping is the strategy that
employees use to keep themselves having competitiveness and values in the job
market and to develop their skills through working in different companies (Lankard,
1995). In sum, job hoppers would consider to change their jobs in a realistic way.

However, people would hop job not necessarily because of the monetary reason,
but of the job opportunities available in the market (James, 1991; as cited in Feng &
Angeline, 2010), for instance, in Singapore, job hopping phenomenon did exist as the
demand of labour exceeds the supply when her economy grew superlatively for a
long period of time (Lim & Chew, 1998). Thus, job hopping is the product of labour
shortage (Lim, 2013). As suggested by Michaels and Spector (1982), the availability
of other employment can result in higher likelihood of turnover. Environmental
factors also contribute to the job hopping phenomenon. Job hopping is resulted from
the shifts in job market or different work environment. For example, one of the
reasons for Librarians to keep on changing jobs is that there are only contract
positions and temporary jobs available in the market (Gordon, 2006).

Some researchers further examined the psychological factors contributing to ones‟
job hopping attitudes. Feng and Angeline (2010) conducted a study to investigate the
job-hopping attitudes of music teachers in Malaysia as there is a lack of official
statistics about their turnover situation. They tried to examine the relationship
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between music teachers‟ perceived organizational support, employee exhaustion, job
satisfaction, and affective commitment, turnover intention and job hopping attitude.
In their study, they adopted Khatri et al.‟s (1999) job hopping scale to see the
likelihood of music teachers to hop jobs. Results found that music teachers would
probably hop jobs when they are constantly dissatisfied with their work as well as
when they are emotionally exhausted. Yet, there is no significant correlation between
perceived organizational support and job hopping behavior. Pathak (2014) also
examined the correlation between job hopping attitudes, turnover intention and
employee engagement of employees from Information Technology companies in
Delhi or NCR region (India) by adopting Khatri et al.‟s (1999; 2001) job hopping
scale in the study. Results found that job hopping attitudes predicted one‟s high
turnover intention and low employee engagement. Besides, there is a mediating
effect of employee engagement on the correlation between the job hopping attitude
and turnover.

2.8 Generational Differences in Job Hopping
People from the same generation are believed to share similar values, beliefs,
attitudes or behaviors. A generation is defined as “a group of people or cohorts who
share birth years and experiences as they move through time together, influencing
and being influenced by a variety of critical factors” (Kupperschmidt, 2000, p.66).
Generational characteristics are then developed when they experienced the changes
of the society-wide attitudes or social, economic and public policies and the
occurrence of major events together. Since people in different generations would
have different common values or characteristics, the term generational differences
existed and is used to differentiate the Baby Boomer Generation from their parents
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(Reeves & Oh, 2008). It is a theory stating that people who were born within about a
20-year time period would share similar characteristics as they experienced the same
economic and social situations, technological advances and other societal changes.
Baby boomers, Generation X (Gen X or Gen Xers) and Generation Y (Gen Y or
Millennials) are the three most common generations that researchers are interested in
to examine the difference in values, work values or characteristics (e.g., Smola &
Sutton, 2002; Twenge & Campbell, 2008; Parry & Urwin, 2011; Yusoff & Kian,
2013).

Researchers grouped people with different years of birth into the same generation
in an inconsistent way based on which references they relied on. For instances, Gen
Xers refers to those who born between 1964 and 1979 and Generation Y refers to
people who born between 1980 and 2003 (Friedell et al., 2011). Generation X also
refers to people born between 1962 and 1979 and Generation Y refers to people born
in 1980 or onwards in Cennamo and Gardner‟s study (2008) while Generation Xers
means individuals born between 1961 and 1975 while Generation Y means
individuals born between 1976 and 2000 in Lambert‟s study (2015). As suggested by
Reeves and Oh (2008), people who were born within about a 20-year time period
would share similar characteristics. In this study, I adopted the definition from past
studies (Holyoke & Larson, 2009; Guha, 2010) and defined Gen Xers as people who
were born between 1960 and 1980 and Millennials as those who were born in 1981
and onwards.

Irrespective of how different researchers define the same generation, job hopping
behaviors seem to be more common in Gen Xers and Gen Yers compared with Baby
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boomers. The results about which generation is more likely to hop jobs or has a
higher level of intention to quit are inconsistent (Twenge, 2010). Some researchers
suggested that Gen Xers are more likely or willing to job-hop. Different researchers
or authors shared similar views on employees from Generation X. Filipczak (1994)
deemed that Gen Xers‟ job hopping is due to their perception of „every job is
temporary‟ and jumping ship is for enhancing job satisfaction and salary or building
job skills to enhance their marketability. Filipczak thought that Gen Xers had no
sense of loyalty that employers cannot win their loyalty even by giving them a good
job under a poor situation in the job market. Crawford (2011) mentioned that some
Gen Xers who are driven by their entrepreneurial spirit would hop jobs in order to
prepare themselves well for climbing up the corporate ladder. Gen Xers are also
perceived as those who use job hopping as a method to gain extrinsic rewards
immediately, enhance their marketability or learn skills from different companies in
order to gain job security (Altimier, 2006; Stueber, 2014). Gursoy, Maier and Chi
(2008) had very close impression on Gen Xers as Altimier (2006), that is, employees
from Generation X expect immediate rewards like recognition, praise, pay or
promotion. Employees from Generation X would not withstand job hopping and they
are not interested in stay in the same companies for a long period of time. They also
believed that job hopping would provide them opportunities of pay raise and
promotion, especially when they have enough abilities and competitiveness (Yusoff
and Kian, 2013). Compared with Gen X, Generation Y would be willing to stay
longer in a company if that company offers them advanced technologies to do their
work and give them interesting, challenging and entertaining job tasks (Angeline,
2011).
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When some researchers believed that Gen Xers are very likely to hop jobs, others
would think that Millennials are the generation in which people like to job hop when
compared with Baby boomers and Gen Xers. Research showed that one in four Gen
Y employees would quit in any given year, which is three times more likely to quit
than Generation Xers (Anderson, 2013; as sited in Ahmed et al., 2014). One of the
generational characteristics about Gen Y people is that they do not mind to hop jobs
and they possibly would not stay in a company for more than 2 years (Debashish &
Ray, 2012; as cited in Shaharuddin & Zahari, 2014). Hamori et al. (2015) conducted
a study which proved that Millennials in Germany are not averse to job hopping and
that they place a higher importance on extrinsic values like money and image while
intrinsic values like attaching to a community are less essential to them. Results in
their German data set suggested that pay raise is one of the rewards gained by young
professionals‟ job hopping behavior. Besides, their chances for promotion are not
different from those who work for the same employer for years.

Gibson, Greenwood and Murphy (2009) used the Rokeach Value Survey to
examine if the values found to be consistent with the characteristics of Baby boomers,
Generation X and Y described in past literatures. Based on the findings of past
studies, both Gen Xers and Millennials valued work-life balance and independence
(Yeaton, 2008) and have the tendency of job hopping (Armour, 2005; Johnson &
Lopes, 2008). Researchers collected data from working adults and classified the
workers into different generations. They put focus on participants‟ top 10 most
important values only. Results found that ranking of terminal values and instrumental
values by the three generations are consistent with the descriptions about them in
literature. In the ranking of terminal values, people in the three generations put
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“health” and “family security” in the first two positions. Just as what literature
suggested, freedom is quite important for Generation X and Y as participants in these
two generations ranked “freedom” in the third position while baby boomers put
“freedom” in the fifth position. In the ranking of instrumental values, people in all
the three generations put “honest” and “responsible” in the first two positions, that is,
they prefer to use the means of being honest and responsible to achieve the desired
end-states. People in generation Y who are perceived as more likely to hop jobs and
having quick boredom when career opportunities are not instantly conspicuous
ranked “loyal” in a relatively lower order (i.e., 6th position) than the baby boomers
(i.e., 3rd position) and the Generation Xers (i.e., 4th position). Researchers tried to
attribute Millennials‟ job hopping behavior to their perceived importance of loyalty.
However, it is not a strong evidence to prove that there is correlation between the
level of loyalty and the tendency of job hopping as the researchers did not test such
correlation directly in their study.

The common stereotype to Millennials is also shown in another study. They are
perceived as disloyal or self-served due to their frequent job changes (Thompson &
Gregory, 2012). For example, in the study of Gibson, Greenwood and Murphy
(2009), they tried to associate Millennials‟ job hopping tendency to disloyalty based
on the findings of Pew Research Center (2010) and they also ascribe Millennials‟
disloyalty to their belief of “the psychological contact is dead” (i.e. They no longer
think that it is right to stay longer in a company). Pew Research Center (2010)
found that about 66% of the employees from Gen Y chose “very likely” or
“somewhat likely” as their answer when answering about their likelihood of
changing their careers or employers sometime in their work lives, while there are
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55% of the Generation X employees and 31% of the Baby Boomer workers choose
the same answer. 6 out of 10 Gen Y employees have already changed jobs at least
once in their careers. In addition, 57% of them thought that they are very unlikely to
stay at the current job in their whole career lives. This seems to show that Millennials
are apt to switch jobs or careers. Thompson and Gregory (2012) mentioned that
many human resource professionals confirmed the disloyal stereotype and suggested
that Millennials would hop jobs, especially in their early career.

A research done by Ahmed et al. (2014) suggested that the stereotype of
“jumping” or disloyal” to Millennials is really deeply rooted in the older generations‟
minds. They conducted a qualitative study to interview 22 bank managers in order to
form a profile of Bangladeshi Generation Y employees from their Baby Boomers and
Gen X mangers‟ perspective. Managers are asked to find similarities and
dissimilarities between Generation Y employees and the previous generations.
Managers identified that the competencies and workplace attitudes of Gen Y
employees are different from the previous generations. They thought that employees
from Gen Y are more technologically capable, with stronger teamwork ability and
with more effective communication skills that would add value to the commercial
workplace nowadays.

In addition to the skills Gen Y employees obtained, the work attitudes are also
different from the previous generations (Ahmed et al., 2014). They expected quick
promotion, preferred a participatory management style and they were less loyal to
their companies. Similar to Western Generation Y‟s desire for quick promotions,
Bangladeshi Generation Y employees also expected to have a quick promotion (Dries,
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Pepermans & De Kerpel, 2008; Treuren & Anderson, 2010). One Generation X male
bank manager thought that they are too ambitious that they will be promoted
frequently. Some of the managers deemed that Generation Y employees did not fully
understand the importance of being hard working and patience for career
advancement as they are easily frustrated if they are not promoted within a short
period of time. Gen Y employees are eager to give their opinions to their managers.
One Baby Boomer male bank manager shared that giving dissenting opinions are
treated as impoliteness or disobedience in their times, but young employees would
give suggestions to do a task in another way or show their disagreements to what the
managers said. Generation Y employees are also labelled as job hoppers by the
manager participants as managers thought that they showed a low level of loyalty to
the organizations. One Baby Boomer male bank manager attributed such “jumping
attitude‟ to family responsibility. He had to consider the family duties, thus he would
make a sincere turnover decision and did not easily change his job. Managers
generally thought that the employees from Gen Y would hop jobs as they are less
loyal to the companies and less patient to wait for the chances of being promoted.

Friedell et al. (2011) proposed that it is not sufficient to understand Millennials‟
job hopping attitudes or behavior by just asking how the previous generations
perceived Millennials‟ job hopping without understanding how younger generations
think about job hopping. They tested two hypotheses in their study: (1) The
employees who are Baby Boomers and Gen Xers have wrong perception towards the
workplace expectations of Millennial employees and (2) Employees from Generation
Y who think extrinsic work values are more important would agree more to job
hopping than those who think extrinsic work values are less essential. Extrinsic work
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values refers to tangible rewards like salary and benefits. They asked participants
their level of agreement on valuing the provision of good pay and welfare in their job
and considering to quit the job when there is another offer with the same pay but
better welfare. They also defined job hopping as leaving an employer for career
advancement or career success based on the responses given by Gen Xers and Baby
Boomers in focus group discussion.

To test the first hypothesis, they asked about the attitudes towards job hopping
held by the Generation X and Baby Boomers alumni and their level of agreement
with the statement such as “Millennials will typically leave their jobs if they receive
a better offer from another company, regardless of how long they have been with
their current employer” (Friedell et al., 2011, p.12) to understand their perception
towards Generation Y‟s job hopping tendencies. To test the second hypothesis, they
asked Millennials student and alumni about how long they prefer to stay or had
actually stayed at their first full-time job after graduating from the college as well as
their level of agreement about the statement like “My first full-time job out of
college will be a stepping-stone to a better position elsewhere.” (Friedell et al., 2011,
p.12).

Results showed that both hypotheses are significantly proved in their study. The
older generations tend to have an inaccurate perception towards Millennials‟
expectation in workplace as well as the level of importance of intrinsic and extrinsic
work values (Friedell et al., 2011). The Baby boomers and Gen Xers generally
underestimated the importance of both intrinsic (e.g. desire for challenge, learning
opportunities, personal fulfillment, and high levels of responsibility) and extrinsic
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(e.g. salary and benefits) work values to the Millennials. Researchers also found
statistically significant evidence that Gen Y employees who thought extrinsic work
values are important would hold more favorable attitudes towards job hopping.
However, such correlation is small, thus valuing extrinsic work values may not be an
essential determinant of job hopping. This study appeared to show that the extrinsic
value is possibly not an influential factors that makes Millennials to hop jobs even
though both Millennials students and alumni held favorable attitudes towards job
hopping.

When both Gen Xers and Millennials are believed to be the “most likely to job
hop” generation respectively, Gursoy, Maier & Chi (2008) conducted a study
suggesting that both employees from Gen X and Y would like to hop jobs, but the
nature of changing jobs is totally different. They examined the generational
differences and similarities of hospitality employees and collecting data through a
2-hour focus group discussion. Participants in each focus group are asked to share
their views or feeling about work environment, management and their current jobs.
Researchers do thematic analysis on participants‟ responses received from
discussions. They found that employees from Gen X tend not to believe in the big
institutions and presume that every job is provisional and is the stepping stone for
their future career development. They hope to have chances to learn more skills from
the current jobs in order to gain promotion opportunities in the current company or
find a better alternative in other companies. They are not so loyal to their working
organizations. Similar to Gen Xers, Millennials also are with low level of loyalty to
their organizations, “They tend to be here today and gone tomorrow” (Gursoy, Maier
& Chi, 2008, p. 453). However, their nature of quitting is totally different from the
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Gen Xers. People from Gen X just change the organizations with the same
occupation types while Millennials change the whole career or build parallel careers
due to their preference of keeping their career choices open. For instance, they would
take some courses that help them prepare well for working in other occupation types
when they are currently working in the hospitality industry. In sum, employees in
both generations are relatively disloyal compared with Baby Boomers. They are
more likely to change jobs but with different natures: Gen Xers changes jobs within
the same occupation type for better offers while Millennials changes jobs as well as
the occupation types for new career development.

Twenge (2010) suggested that neither people from Gen X nor Gen Y would be
more likely to hop jobs compared with the previous generation. Twenge et al. (in
press; as cited in Twenge, 2010) conducted the Monitoring the Future (MTF)
time-lag study with one question about job hopping (i.e., “I would like to stay in the
same job for most of my adult life.”). They found a result which is opposite to most
cross-sectional findings, that is, both Gen X and Gen Y were a little bit more likely to
agree with this item than the Baby boomers. However, she believed that even though
the attitude towards leaving the organizations of three generations is quite similar,
there might be a divergence between people‟s intention and actual behavior. When
there are better opportunities, Gen X, and especially Gen Me would accept such offer
willingly.

2.9 The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and Job Hopping
There are numerous reasons offered to explain a person‟s job hopping behaviors,
and these various predictors of job hopping behavior may be summarized as being
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affected by people‟s attitudes (e.g. valuing extrinsic rewards), norms (e.g., turnover
culture) or perceived control (e.g., job availability). Accordingly, the theory of
planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991; 2002) provides a useful framework for more
systematic prediction of job hopping behavior.

The TPB concerns how attitude towards the behavior, subjective norms and
perceived behavioral control affect people‟s intention to engage in a specific behavior.
These three determinants are generated from three different salient beliefs, namely,
behavioral belief, normative belief and control belief (Ajzen, 1991; 2002).

There are three important determining factors (i.e., attitude towards the behavior,
subjective norms, perceived behavioral control) affecting one‟s intentions to do
certain behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Attitude towards the behavior means people give a
good or bad appraisal or evaluation to a certain behavior. Subjective norms refer to
the perceived social pressure of doing or not doing a certain behavior. Perceived
behavioral control refers to the perceived availability of chances and resources which
would affect how likely a person can achieve certain behaviors, which means
whether people think it is easy or difficult for them to perform specific behaviors
according to their past experiences and the expected hindrance or obstruction in
doing such behavior. This concept is very similar to Bandura‟s concept of perceived
self-efficacy, that is, “judgments of how well one can execute courses of action
required to deal with prospective situations” (Bandura, 1982, p.122; as cited in Ajzen,
1991, p.184). People‟s confidence in their own capacity of doing certain behaviors
(i.e., perceived behavioral control) has an essential impact on how people perform
those behaviors, like how much effort they would pay during the process of carrying
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out such behavior. Both perceived behavioral control and intention can separately
predict one‟s behavioral achievement. People‟s behaviors are determined or
commanded by their intentions, but not every intention is necessarily carried out
(Ajzen, 1985). Different levels of perceived control or confidence in performing a
targeted behavior can make a difference on people‟s behavioral achievement even
when they have the same level of intention to perform such behavior.

Attitude towards the behavior, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control are
determined by three types of salient beliefs: behavioral belief, normative belief and
control belief respectively. Behavioral belief refers to the belief about the possible
outcomes or attributes of doing a behavior (Ajzen, 2002). People‟s attitudes towards
a specific behavior developed from the beliefs they hold about such behavior. Every
belief would associate a certain behavior to possible consequences or costs after
performing this behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Our attitudes towards such behavior are then
formed based on whether we perceive such behavior positively or negatively. In this
sense, people would be more likely to perform a certain behavior when they believe
that there are desirable outcomes and vice versa. As mentioned above, job hoppers
are used to change jobs within a short period of time in order to gain the desirable
extrinsic rewards (e.g. Mtungwa, 2009; Freedman, 2008). In other words, they
engage in job hopping behaviors as they believe that they will receive desirable pay
after jumping from one company to another. Holding positive attitudes towards job
hopping might enhance their likelihood to hop jobs.

The perceived social pressure of enacting a behavior can be influenced by
normative belief. Normative belief refers to the belief about the normative
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expectations of important others (Ajzen, 2002). It is about the possibility of
important others agreeing or disagreeing with your preforming a particular behavior.
The motivation to comply with important others would affect the strength of
normative belief (Ajzen, 1991). It is obvious that most employers did not prefer their
employees quitting jobs within a short period of time and having job hopping records
(Bills, 1990). Employers who are the important others that affect people‟s
opportunities of being employed showed their disapproval to job hopping behaviors.
However, the phenomenon of job hopping is still common among people in different
industries, age groups or generations. The motivation to comply with employers may
provide an explanation of employees‟ frequent job changes. For example, Gen Xers
did not think that work is an essential part of people‟s lives (Smola & Sutton, 2002).
Their motivation to comply with employers might be lower and thus they keep on
hopping jobs. Meanwhile, the peers (e.g. friends or colleagues) could also influence
on how job hoppers form their normative beliefs towards job hopping. For instances,
both Gen Xers and Millennials are perceived as “job hopping” generations, that
means friends or colleagues around them would also think that there is no problem to
hop jobs. As a result, people‟ job hopping behavior would be agreed by their peers. If
they have high motivation to comply with the peers‟ opinions, the perceived pressure
of engaging in job hopping behavior would be lower.

Control belief contributes to one‟s perceived behavioral control. The control
belief is about people‟s belief of the presence of factors that would facilitate or
impede them to do a specific behavior (Ajzen, 2002). One‟s belief of having or
lacking necessary resources and opportunities are partly developed from his or her
past experiences or others‟ experiences on performing a specific behavior and it
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affected your perception about the increased or decreased level of difficulty in doing
this behavior. When people believed that there are more resources and chances
available for them and fewer anticipated hindrances, the level of perceived
behavioral control would be higher (Ajzen, 1991). Job availability is another factor
that make employees switch jobs frequently (James, 1991). The perceived
alternatives can trigger ones‟ intention to quit (Hulin et al., 1985; Griffeth et al., 2000;
Khatri et al., 2001). This provides an explanation to people‟s job hopping behavior.
When they thought that they could find another job easily (i.e., have higher perceived
control), they are more likely to hop jobs.

2.10 Summary
Job hopping refers to people moving from jobs to jobs frequently or within a
short period of time. There are different factors contributing to one‟s job hopping
behavior like attitudes towards job hopping, turnover culture or perceived availability.
Such quick turnover creates different problems to employers or organizations and
results in negative perceptions towards job hopping behavior. Besides, the young
people or Millennials are perceived as potential job hoppers compared with other age
groups or generation groups.
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CHAPTER 3: STUDY 1

3. 1. Background and Aims of Study
In Chapter 2, it is clear how researchers or authors defining job hopping, why
employers or human resources managers have much concern about job hopping, who
potential job hoppers would be and why people jump from jobs to jobs. Most of the
studies, books or articles are talking about job hopping phenomenon in the U.S., Asia
or other countries. Few studies are mainly examining the job hopping phenomenon in
Hong Kong. Although understanding the reasons behind job hopping behavior is
essential, it is also important to understand the attitudes or beliefs people hold about
job hopping when deciding to engage in job hopping behaviors or not. Do they think
it is no problem for them to change jobs frequently and why do they think so? How
do they define „staying in a company within a short period of time‟?

As mentioned before, the term “job-hopping” is widely used in different
books or articles. However, every author has a little difference in the definition of
job-hopping. Most of the authors shared a similar core definition of job hopping, that
is, changing from jobs (companies) to jobs (companies) frequently. For example, job
hopping is defined as the rapid movement of workers between firms or companies
(Fallick, Fleischman, & Rebitzer, 2006) or switching jobs frequently without staying
in a company for a reasonable time (Mtungwa, 2009). However, there is no clear
explanation about “rapid movement”. Some of them have specified the frequency or
„the short period of time‟ about job hopping, but there is no consistent definition
about the frequency or „the short period of time‟. Borman (1991) mentioned that job
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hopping is a term used to describe the work experiences of the young in the U.S,
which is, changing jobs frequently and once within less than 9 months while Lim and
Chew (1998) mentioned that the National Wages Council defined job hoppers as
those who change jobs for a few times within a year and divide job hoppers into
more serious level and not-so-serious level.

Regardless of the differences in defining job hopping, the reason for the
above researchers or authors to use the term “job hopping” instead of “turnover” is
that, job hopping does not only mean that people switch from one job to another, but
also about the time people staying in a company and the frequency of people moving
from one company to another. In this study, my aim is to understand the perception
and conception of job hopping from the perspective of employees in Hong Kong.
The reason of interviewing employees instead of human resources staffs is that, the
human resources managers can only share about whether job hopping phenomenon
existed in their companies or their perceived reasons of their quick turnover. They
cannot represent young employees to say how they think about job hopping. Thus, I
examined how employees in Hong Kong define job hopping in terms of “the short
period of time” and “frequency” as well as how they think about job hopping (i.e.,
the possible influences related to job hopping).

3.2. Method
3.2.1 Participants
30 Chinese employees were recruited through snowballing in Hong Kong. All
participants are at least with 1 year full time work experience and their education
level is high diploma or above. There were 12 male interviewees and 18 female
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interviewees aged between 23 and 40. Table 3.1 summarized the profile of the
Interviewees including their demographics, major of their studies in colleges or
universities, occupation types, years of work experience and number of times of
turnover.

Table.3.1 Profiles of the Interviewees Samples

ID

Ge
nd
er
*

Age

Educ
ation
level
#

Faculty

P1

F

29

P

English /
PGDE

P2

F

40

P3

F

25

P4

M

25

P5

M

27

P6

F

27

P7
P8
P9

F
F
F

27
28
27

B
B
B

MA
B
B
P
B

Accounting
Social
Sciences
Anthropolog
y
Communicat
ion / Chinese
History
Social
Sciences
Social
Sciences
History /
PGDE

Occupation

Years of
Work
Experiences

Number
of
Turnover
Times

Teacher

4.5

2

22

10

2

2

2

3

Journalist

3

2

Teacher

4

1

Bank
Administrator

3

0

Teacher

5

1

6

4

2

1

3

2

QC Assistant

2

1

Designer
Secretary
Officer

4

0

1.5

1

Accounting
Clerk
Part-time
Barista
Management
Trainee

Product
Analyst
Client Due
Diligence
Analyst
Regulatory
Document
Specialist

History

B
P10

M

25

F
P11

Economics
B

25
F

P12

B
24

P13

M

28

P14

F

24

B
B

Anthropolog
y
Food Science
and
Technology
Design
Translation

38

F
P15
P16

B
24

F

23

P17

M

25

P18

M

26

P19
P20

F
F

25
29

B
B
B

B
B
B

Social
Sciences
Business
Mathematics
Finance and
Management
Science
Marketing
Communicat
ion
Environment
al Science

Program
General
Assistant
Due Diligence
Officer
Analyst
Analyst
Fund Dealing
Assistant
Government
contract work
Product
Technology
Officer
Fund
Accountant

1.75

1

1.5

1

2

0

3

1

2

2

3.5

2

3.25

1

1.5

1

P21

M

28

P22

M

23

B

Accounting

P23

F

26

B

Education

Teacher

2

1

P24

M

26

B

Biochemistry

Analyst

3

1

P25

M

27

B

Psychology

3

1

P26

M

26

B

4

1

P27

M

27

HD

8

5

27

P

Teacher

4

3

23

B

Accounting
Property
Management
Language /
English
(primary
school)
Social
Sciences

Editor

2

1

27

B

Crystal Gift
Designer

5

0

F
P28

P29
P30

F
F

Teaching
Assistant
Account clerk
Property
Officer

Design

Note. * Gender: M=Male; F=Female
# Education Level: HD= High Diploma; B=Bachelor; MA= Master; P=Postgraduate
Diploma

3.2.2 Interview Schedule and Procedure
In this study, I conducted in-depth and semi-structured interviews. The above
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participants were invited to answer seven questions individually and their responses
were documented by audio-recording under their consent. The seven questions asked
about their conception on job hopping, turnover or job hopping experiences and the
possible outcomes of job hopping. Table 3.2 showed the seven questions in my
interview schedule.

Table 3.2 List of Guiding Questions Included in the Interview Schedule
Questions
1. What is job hopping according to your understanding?
2. How long would you regard a person as changing his or her jobs frequently
within a short period of time?
3. Do you have job hopping experiences according to your definition? If yes,
what are the main factors for you to change the job (frequently)?
4. Do people around you, like friends, colleagues or previous schoolmates have
job hopping experiences?
5. Base on the list provided, what factors may facilitate you making a turnover
decision?
6. What are the possible consequences that may affect your future job searching
if you have job hopping experiences?
7. Do you think the occupation type you currently work in is an ideal one? Why?

The duration of interviews is between 17 and 58 minutes and the interviews
were conducted at coffee shops. Before the interview started, interviewees are asked
to sign the consent from (see Appendix 1) to show their agreeableness to participate
in this study. The participants also have the rights to know the results of this study
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after finishing the interviews.

The audio-recorded interviews were typed into transcripts in exactly the same
wordings as what interviewees originally said in the recordings (see Appendix 2).
Thematic analysis was done in this study to see how interviewees perceive job
hopping according to the procedures and guidelines suggested by Braun and Clarke
(2006). Semantic approach is adopted so that only the surface meaning of the content
will be analyzed. Other more subtle information such as the tones of utterance are not
considered. This approach is considered appropriate given the topic of interest.

3.3 Results
3.3.1 Participants‟ understanding about the definition of job hopping
Without providing the definition of job hopping in my research, participants
generally defined job hopping in the same way as the definition of turnover in
academic discourse (e.g. Griffin & Moorhead, 2014), that is, a person switches from
one job to another or moves from one company to another company.
There are twelve participants thought that job hopping means turnover. For instances:
“Job-hopping means switching from one job to another. That is, quitting one job for
another.” (P7)
“Job hopping means changing jobs, you already have a job, then you quit and work
in another company.” (P19)

There is one participant thought that turnover and job hopping is the same, but the
term job hopping are portrayed negatively by media.
“Job hopping refers to changing jobs…Not much difference, Hearing the term „job
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hopping‟ may seem negative, but to me, job hopping and turnover have the same
meaning…It is simply because when some media uses this term, there is a negative
meaning behind or there is negative things following this term…For example, they
would use this term for hopping jobs because of bad salary (offered by current
company), or hopping to rival companies or companies of the same field. People are
criticized by their job hopping behavior…” (P24)

Participant15 thought that job hopping refers to a person change job before the
contract ends.
“Job-hopping means you suddenly want to quit the current job and then find or do
another job. Perhaps you think that the job is not suitable for you and see if you
could change a job. You may do so before the contact ends.”(P15)

There are two participants thought that job hopping can also mean that you are
headhunted by other companies.
“Job-hopping mainly means changing to another company with the same occupation
type. That person can hop job or can be headhunted or poached by other companies.”
(P8)
“Job hopping to me is changing from one company, like poaching. If someone
approaches you and then ask you to change to another company, you hop to another
company while you are working in the previous one. That is job hopping in my
opinion.” (P17)

Four participants thought that job hopping is about whether a person works in the
same industry after changing jobs. Only Participant 6 thought that job hopping means
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people quit their current jobs and work in other industries while Participant 16,
Participant 23 and Participant 26 thought that only job hopping refers to staying in
the same occupation but with different employers.
“Job-hopping means you find another job which is different from your current
occupation type.” (P6)
“Job hopping is, the simplest explanation is changing jobs. The definition of
changing jobs is within the same field…Job hopping should be…For example,
jumping to another bank if you are working in a bank… Doing the same type of job…
I think this is the definition of job hopping.” (P16)

10 out of 30 participants thought that job hopping does not simply mean that a person
quits the current job and have an alternative. More importantly, such alternative
would offer him or her better salaries, welfares or environments. In sum, the
definition of job hopping is about a person quitting the current job due to receiving a
better offer.
“Job-hopping means that you find another job and which has a better offer such as
better welfare or higher pay compared to your current jobs. As a result, you choose
to quit the current job and accept another offer” (P3)
“It is possible that the salary would increase… Or the chance of promotion would be
higher. Perhaps being poached, it is also a kind of job hopping.” (P21)

There are no participants mentioned about the short period of time or frequency
of job-hopping behavior.
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3.3.2 Interviewee‟s Perception on “The Short Period of Time” and “Frequency” of
Job Hopping Behavior
After understanding participants‟ definition about job hopping, I then
introduced the definition of job hopping in my research to them. I summarized
different definitions on job hopping from the past studies. In this study, job hopping
refers to people changing jobs frequently within a short period of time. Since there
are no common ideas about “the short period of time” (i.e., staying in a company for
less than how many months or years could be regarded as staying in a company not
long enough) and the “frequency” (i.e., changing jobs within a short period for how
many times could be defined as changing jobs so frequently), I hope to understand
more about these two concepts from employees‟ perspectives.

When I asked participants about how long they regard a person as changing
his or her job within a short period of time, Table 3.3 summarized participants‟
perceptions about „the short period of time‟. There is only one interviewee (i.e.,
Participant 2) who defined the „short period of time‟ as 1.5 years and another
interviewee (i.e., Participant 4) who defined that as 1 to 1.5 years. Thirteen
participants believed that changing jobs within 1 year is a short period of time.
Participant 11 and 17 thought that the short period should be within six months to
one year while the other 9 interviewees replied that quitting within six months only
means staying a company not long enough. The rest of the participants answered that
leaving a job within 1 month (i.e., Participant 8), within 3 months (i.e., Participant 1
and 21) and within a few months (i.e., Participant 23) could be regarded as leaving a
company too early respectively.
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Table 3.3 Summary of Participants‟ Perception about “The Short Period of Time”
Perceived Short Period of

Participants ID

Time
Within 3 months

P1, P21

Within 6 months

P3, P6, P7, P12, P13, P14, P25, P28 P29

6 months – 1 year

P11, P17

Within 1 year

P5, P9, P10, P15, P16, P18, P19, P20, P22, P24,
P26, P27, P30

1 year – 1.5 years

P4

Within 1.5 years

P2

Others

P8 (within 1 month), P23 (within a few months)

However, irrespective of the absolute length of time, the conception of staying in
a job for “too short” is related to whether people could achieve different goals during
the period they stay in the companies. The two main goals are categorized as follows:
(1) This period of time is not long enough for a person to understand or adapting to a
company well (e.g., P7, P8, P10, P13, P18, P26, P28, P29 and P30).
“If the definition is changing jobs frequently, I think half a year is the time because if
you change for another job within in this period of time, you don‟t know much about
the company and you could not learn the things you need,”(P7)
“When you start doing a job, from the beginning to getting familiar with the new
work environment and working style, it is necessary to stay for one year in the
company.” (P10)
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(2) This period of time is not sufficient for a person to understand the job itself well
in terms of job duties, job natures or job characteristics (e.g. P10, P11, P17, P21,
P24, P25, P26, P27 and P29).
“It is because, normally, if you work for less than one year, you are not totally
familiar with the job nature of your current job. You do not adapt to the job and
understand what you do in the job. That is bit hurry. After one year, you start to get
familiar. I would give myself one year.”(P27)
“As the probation period of the ordinary companies is three months. After working
for three months, you start adapting to the job, you do not really know if you and the
company match with each other. I think you are not familiar with your job within
three months, if you quit after three months, when you start to get familiar, it is too
fast in my opinion because you just start adapting to the job.”(P29)

While some participants defined “the short period of time” from their own
perspectives, there are also a few participants defining “the short period of time”
from the perspectives of the company or the human resources staff. Participant 12
deemed that, basically, when you start a new job, it takes you three months to pass
the probation period. If you quit within 6 months, it means that you just stay for three
more months after the probation. It might be too early to quit a job. Participant15
thought that switching jobs before the contract ends is staying in a company not long
enough. “The company usually signs a one-year or two-year contract with employees.
If you terminate the contract before it ends, I don‟t know…Signing a contract is a
promise to my company. When you cannot finish what you promise to the company,
I would think that it is very sudden to quit”. According to Participant 15‟s opinions, it
seems that quitting before the contract ends means that the employee could not
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commit what he or she promises to the company. Participant 22‟s definition of “the
short period of time” is also based on his perception towards how human resources
officers think about job hopping. As far as he knew, human resources department did
not like the candidates who change jobs so frequently. Human resources officers
would think that staying in a job for less than 1 year is switching job too fast. The
records of changing jobs frequently would lower your opportunity of getting an offer
successfully as employers would believe that you would not stay too long in their
companies again according to your job history.

There are some interviewees who had no ideas about why they think that short
period of time could be regarded as staying in a company not long enough.
Participant16 reputed that the job-hopping phenomenon seems like very normal in
her occupation type (i.e., due diligence officer). When she chatted with other
colleagues, she found that most of them change companies within six months or one
year and they change jobs within such period of time continuously. Although she did
not mention why she had such ideas about the short period of time , she tried to
attribute the job hopping behavior of people working in the due diligence field to job
availability (e.g., labour shortage) and job satisfaction (e.g. interpersonal relationship,
company policies and work environment).

To define whether a person is a job hopper, “the short period of time” is not
the only element. The frequency of the job hopping behavior is also important to lead
a person into being labeled as a job hopper. Participant 2 thought that it is not only
about the time that a person stays in a company, but also about the pattern of quitting
a job. For example, if a person only turnovers within 1.5 years for once in his or her
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career life, it could not be regarded as job-hopping. However, when a person keep on
quitting different jobs in 1.5 years, then such behavior could be defined as
job-hopping. Participant 9 had similar ideas as Participant 2, that is, job hopping is a
continuous pattern:
“If one hop job because the job does not suit him or her, staying for too long is not
good for his or her personal career development. If one hop job because of the job
nature, I think one or two times is acceptable, as he or she would not choose jobs
with the same nature, but if he or she hops again in less than one year in jobs with a
new job nature, obviously it is jumpy.”(P9)

Participant 11 also mentioned about the frequency of changing jobs within a
short period of time might lead to negative consequences.
“I think the consequences of having job hopping experience are more negative based
on the number of times of job hopping…I think it is acceptable for the first two times..
It is acceptable at the beginning (of your career life), even if it is not very
appropriate...” (P11)

In addition to “the short period of time” and “frequency”, age or years of
work experience is another factor to decide whether job hopping behavior or
experiences is acceptable or not.
“If it is changing jobs for once a year, I would think it is relatively frequent, and if
you are a person who is thirty years old, yet he or she has changed jobs for six times.
It‟s very quick in this way.” (P18)
“If he or she hop jobs frequently at the beginning of the career, such as 24 to 25
years old, it is acceptable, as he or she is possibly finding out what he or she wants
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to do. However, if he or she is older, maybe in the thirties, and there are more than
ten times of job hopping records on the CV…It is because they (employers) do not
expect to hire employees who only work for one year. They hope the employees would
stay longer… Employers would consider if they should teach everything to and
allocate the resources on training the employees. If employees quit after one year,
employers have to put a lot of resources on training new employees.” (P18)

In sum, job hopping is not only about how short the period of time is for a
person to work for a company, but also about the frequency of a person switching
jobs. Meanwhile, age is an important factor to determine if the job hopping behavior
is acceptable. Participants 28 and 29 have similar options that age or years of work
experience is an important factor to determine if the job hopping behavior is
acceptable or not. Both of them deemed that when you have 4 to 5 years of work
experiences, it is no longer acceptable for you to hop jobs for more than two to three
times within six months. Participant 28 also thought that if you are a fresh graduate
and you are exploring which occupation type suits you, it is not a problem for you to
quit once you are dissatisfied with your jobs.

3.3.3 Perceived Possible Influences of Job Hopping Records on Future Job Hunting
I asked interviewees about what would the possible outcomes be if a person
changes jobs frequently within a short period of time. They think that there are both
positive and negative consequences of the job hopping behavior.
The perceived positive impacts of job hopping experiences could be mainly divided
into 2 types:

49

(1) The job hopping experiences is good for job searching, can provide a person with
a chance to understand the work environment and job duties of different jobs and
understand which job is more suitable. Here are some responses from the
participants:
“The positive influence is that it provides you a chance to understand other work
environments.” (P5)
“There is also a positive one. When you work on different jobs, you would know
which one suits you.”

(P30)

(2) A person‟s value in the workplace is increased as he or she receives higher
salaries and become more skillful after job hopping.
“If people hop job with a clear direction or with better offer, this would help to prove
that there are many opportunities provided to me outside the current company.
Receiving higher pay could show that my abilities are enhanced.” (P3)
“Hopping jobs could be a chance to get pay raise because your experience is rich,
the chance of pay rise of promotion or transfer in the current company is not as high
as hopping to another company…Because the pay raise of the current company
would just keep up with inflation, but job hopping may bring about pay raise which
is twice as high as the inflation rate.” (P9)

However, participants thought there are more negative consequences of job
hopping. Most of the participants mentioned that changing jobs frequently within a
short period of times can leave a negative impression to future employers or human
resources managers, like perceived low loyalty and low commitment to the company,
high level of job mobility and stability, which will result in lower opportunities of
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being employed. Table 3.4 summarized participants‟ perceived negative
consequences of job hopping records.

Table 3.4 Participants‟ Perceived Negative Consequences of Job Hopping Records
Participants

Perceived Negative Consequences

ID
P1

1. Disloyal to that company.
2. Bad impression towards you (e.g., Will you job hop very soon?)
3. No sense of belonging to the company

P3

1. Questioning about your stability or mobility

P5

1. Leaving an impression that “you are not treating your job
seriously” to next employers

P6

1. Negatively affecting a person‟s image
2. Not being unable to find the direction of your career

P7

1. Perceived jumpy and instable workers
2. Not being considered for employment
3. Not being able to gain enough experiences and learn enough
knowledge from the job

P8

1. Perceived as your personal problem (e.g., “Is that you are not
able to adapt to the environment? Is that you are not
hard-working enough?)
2. Affecting your chance of being hired
3. Not being able to accept challenge

P9

1. Too jumpy
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P10

1. A relatively negative social perception towards job hopping
(e.g., “Would this kind of job candidates be not thoughtful
enough?”)

P11

1. Wondering if you are mature enough to do a stable job
2. Affecting future employment

P12

1. Suspecting that you would change jobs quickly again in the next
job

P13

1. Doubting about your work attitude
2. “That means would you quit the job very shortly after being
hired?” (P13)
3. Affecting employers‟ willingness to hire you

P15

1. Perceived as employees with low commitment

P16

1. Giving others a relatively negative impression

P17

1. Perceived as a person who does not have commitment
2. Perceived as not paying effort to the job

P19

1. Wondering if you are a stable worker
2. Always staying at junior positions

P20

1. Too jumpy
2. Not good for job hunting
3. Not being able to adapt to the company policies, boss,
colleagues, the workload and many other things so quickly after
every time I hop jobs

P22

1. Not very good impression
2. Perceived weak sense of belonging to the company
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3. Being regarded as a person that is not worth to hire
P26

1. Having a bad impression towards you.
2. Lowering the opportunities of being employed

P29

1. Being difficult to find other job

In addition to the above consequences, bad track record on the CV resulted from
job-hopping is something to be avoided by some of the participants. Participant 4
thought that people are more open-minded to turnover or changing occupation types.
According to his observation of the current employment situation, there are no jobs
that you could do for a long time, for example, you may be fired due to the poor
condition of the job market or the employer do not renew your employment contract.
He has one time of job hopping experience according to his definition of “the short
period” (i.e. quitting a job within 1 to 1.5 years). He understood that it is not so
appropriate if he changes jobs within a period of time that is too short. Thus, he
would try to control himself to stay longer in the current company. Although he had
the job hopping experience, he thinks that it is still acceptable as he has just
graduated for three years. He thought that providing reasonable reasons to explain his
job hopping behavior is essential. He also pointed out that CV management is
important for a job seeker.
“From the perspective of the Associate Manager, I learn that CV management is
important as a job seeker. It is necessary to control ourselves not to have too extreme
turnover records in the CV. Turnover after staying in a company for 1.5 to 2 years is
acceptable nowadays.” (P4)

Some of Participant 15‟s friends suggested that stable work experience is good
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for one‟s CV, like staying in a company for at least one to two years. Holding the
same opinions as Participant 4 and Participant 15‟s friend, Participant 12 thought that
the record of staying in a company for one to two years on the CV could show to
employer that you are a stable worker. CV is very important for a job seeker:
“I think CV is quite important. It shows your working attitude. It is not good to the
CV if you keep changing jobs.” (P12)

Participants deemed that job hopping records on the CV would affect how
employers evaluate the job seekers. For example, Participant 19 found that the offer
received from the third job is more attractive than that of her second job, thus she
does not care about how others think about her job hopping experiences. However,
comparing with her friends, she had more turnover experiences (including one time
of job hopping experience). She tried to control herself not to change the third job
within three years as she realized the negative consequences of job hopping records
(e.g. instable worker) on one‟s CV.
“People all know that changing jobs too quickly, that is, too jumpy, is not good for
the CV. This is the concern of many of my friends.” (P19)

In order not to leave a bad impression to future employers, Participant 23 stated
that the number of times of job hopping will determine whether there are negative
influences on your job searching. It is better not to put the job hopping records in
your CV.
“Of course, if the period is too short, it is difficult to write on my CV…others see that
you change your jobs every two weeks or every month, it is not very good. If you
think the job is not suitable, you should not write the record on the CV, as the period
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of time is too short.” (P23)

Participant 25 believed that employers hope to recruit someone who is stable
or reliable. People with job hopping experiences seem not to be able to stay in a
company for a long time.

As a job seeker, when you think from the employer‟s

perspective, you may discover that it is difficult to hire the employees when they
have job hopping experiences. Participant s24 and 25 imagined how the employers
would possibly think about the employees‟ CV when there are job hopping records:
“If you write the job hopping record on your CV, employers may ask you about it in
the job interview, as it is not normal…It reflects that you did not think carefully
before making the decision…It is acceptable if you do not think carefully for one or
two times. Maybe because you are trying, but if you do not think clearly or being
unstable every time, there are some problems.” (P24)
“Looking at your CV, it is really frequent if you write that you work for a company
for the short period of time from January, 2016 to July, 2016. It seems that you
always change your jobs…I think when employers see your bad CV, they might think
that you are an instable worker and wonder if you can work stably in this company.”
(P25)

3.4 Summary
Through those interviews, issues such as the perceived short duration of
staying in a job, the possible reasons behind turnover within a short period of time,
and the impact of job-hopping history on an employee have been identified as some
of the key issues requiring further investigation. Specifically, job-hopping is found to
be different from “usual turnover” in its detrimental effects on one‟s CV record. It is
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also found that the “normative time spent in one job” that would qualify the label of
job-hopping varies according to individuals and professions. However, regardless of
the absolute length of time, the conception of staying in a job for “too short” is
related to whether people could achieve those goals such as acquiring the skills
required for the job and adapting to the organizational culture. Besides, most
interviewees prefer not to “job hop” unless they have an especially attractive
alternative. Bad track record on the CV resulted from job-hopping is something to be
avoided by most employees.
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY 2

4. 1. Introduction
4.1.1 Background and Aims of Study 2
Generational differences researches especially focus on which kind of general
work attitudes contributed to people‟s job hopping behavior. Millennials are
perceived as those who are more likely to hop jobs compared with Baby boomers
and Gen Xers. Millennials‟ job hopping behaviors are attributed to low level of
loyalty (e.g., Thompson & Gregory, 2012), valuing extrinsic rewards (Friedell et al.,
2011) and expecting quick rewards (Ahmed et al., 2014). However, researchers did
not specify that Millennials have low sense of loyalty to the organization or to their
jobs. If they were talking about a low sense of loyalty to the organization, the
researches could only demonstrate people‟s level of loyalty to the companies they are
currently working in, but not every company they have worked in. Low sense of
loyalty to the current organization could not provide strong evidence to explain ones‟
job hopping tendency. On the contrary, some researchers deemed that Generation
Xers are more likely to hop jobs than Baby boomers and Millennials, but the reasons
for Gen Xers to hop jobs are actually similar to those of the Millennials according to
past studies (e.g., Gursoy, Maier, & Chi, 2008). However, only understanding one‟s
general work attitudes (e.g., extrinsic rewards received from jobs are very important)
is not sufficient to see if there are really generational differences in job hopping.

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) suggested that people‟s
actual behavior is caused by their intention to perform such behavior and this
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intention is affected by three important factors: attitudes towards a specific behavior
(i.e., positive or negative), norms (i.e., performing such behavior is approved or
disapproved by important others) and perceived control (i.e., perceived easiness or
difficulties of doing such behaviors). Thus, it is necessary to measure people‟s
attitudes towards job hopping as well as consider how subjective norms and
perceived control affect ones‟ job hopping intention. For example, some researchers
have tried to use the three basic TPB variables to understand people‟s intention to
quit and actual turnover. Van Breukelen et al. (2004) conducted a longitudinal study
to see if the use of the three predictors of the theory of planned behavior could
provide a good explanation to the actual turnover and turnover intention of
professionals in the Royal Netherlands Navy. They also examined whether the
traditional variables in turnover researches like job satisfaction, job tenure, age and
organizational commitment would be able to explain the additional variance to
participants‟ voluntary turnover and intention to quit. Results suggested that attitudes
and subjective norms significantly predicted the Navy‟s turnover intention at
different times and turnover intention is the best predictor of participants‟ actual
turnover.

In this study, job hopping behavior is defined as changing jobs frequently
within a short period of time. Job hopping intention means the intention to change
job frequently within a short period of time. Attitudes towards job hopping refers to
people giving a good or bad appraisal or evaluation to the job hopping behavior,
subjective norms means the perceived social pressure of engaging in or not engaging
in the job hopping behavior and perceived control means whether people think it is
easy or difficult to find another job after job hopping. According to the TPB, an
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actual behavior could be well predicted by behavioral intention and different studies
have also found results which were consistent with this theoretical assumption, that is,
intention to quit is associated with one‟s actual turnover (e.g., Newman, 1974;
Mobley et al, 1978; Tett & Meyer, 1993; Griffeth, Hom & Gaertner, 2000).

In sum, I will examine the role of attitudes, subjective norms and perceived
control to predict ones‟ job hopping intention. Besides, generational differences in
TPB predictors (i.e., attitudes, subjective norms, perceived control) and JH intention
between Gen X and Y employees in Hong Kong would be investigated. Lastly, when
there are different researchers discussing about generational differences in job
hopping, there seems to be correlation between generation and job hopping. I am also
interested in find out if there are mediating effects of TPB predictors on the
relationship between generation and job hopping intention.

Different generations have developed their unique values and attitudes
(Underwood, 2007; as cited in DelCampo et al., 2010). Thus, it is assumed that
significant differences would be found in the studied variables. Although there are
different studies about how work attitudes influencing job hopping, it is clear to see
that specific attitudes towards job hopping and job hopping intention are not yet
investigated. Regardless of the inconsistent results about which generation is more
likely to jump from jobs to jobs, job hopping behaviors were found to be common in
both generations (e.g., Gordon, 2006; Hertel, 2014). Job hopping behaviors seemed
to be approved at least by their peers or colleagues, but disapproved by employers.
However, their level of motivation to comply with the opinions of peers and
employers is still unknown. Besides, family members may also play important roles
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in affecting people‟s job hopping decision (Griffeth & Hom, 2004). It is worth to see
if there are any differences in the level of perceived social pressure which may result
in different level of job hopping intention. When people think that they could find
other jobs easily, their perceived control of hopping jobs would be higher. Since level
of perceived control is negatively correlated with age, there might be significant
differences found between Gen X and Gen Y employees. In this study, questions
about CV and perceived duration of „changing job within a short period of times‟,
number of times of changing job within one year are also asked based on the results
of Study 1. Since most of the interviewees are Millennials, there might be different
results found when Gen Xers are also included in this study.

Hypothesis 1: There are significant differences in TPB predictors, job hopping
intention, job satisfaction, CV-related variables, perceived duration of ‘changing
job within a short period of times’, number of times of changing job within one
year and Job Hopping Experience between Gen X and Gen Y.

Different studies suggested that there is a negative relationship between job
satisfaction and turnover intention (e.g., Eberhardt et al., 1995; Muchinsky and Tuttle,
1979, as cited in Jang & George, 2012; Yin-Fah et al., 2010). Employees who feel
dissatisfied would choose to leave the organizations (Trimble, 2006). According to
Porter and Steers (1973), intention to quit is the next logical step after people
experiencing job dissatisfaction in the withdrawal decision process. Mobley (1977)
described in details of the withdrawal decision process in a casual way and the
sequences of the decision process could be different from person to person (Yu,
2013). People would firstly evaluate their current jobs. If they experience job
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satisfaction-dissatisfaction, they would start to think of turnover. After they have
experienced other stages like intention to search for alternatives or comparison of
alternatives and the current job, they would have turnover intention and such
intention is followed by actual turnover. As discussed in Chapter 2, job hopping
could be regarded as one type of turnover and the only difference is how long a
person stayed in the company before he or she quits. Following the steps of Mobley‟s
withdrawal decision process model (1974), a person did experienced job
satisfaction-dissatisfaction first and then consider if he or she should leave their
companies. During the stage of thinking of quitting, I assumed that the TPB
predictors are the three important elements for people to decide whether to quit or
not within a short period. For example, if a person holds positive attitudes towards
job hopping, has high level of perceived control when he or she hops jobs and his or
her job hopping behavior is accepted by his or her important others during this stage,
these elements would be more likely to facilitate the person to move forward to the
stage of having job hopping intention. According to this logic, the TPB variables
would account for additional variance in job hopping intention.

Hypothesis 2: TPB predictors would explain a significant amount of additional
variation in job hopping intentions when added to both intrinsic and extrinsic
job satisfaction.

The Mediating Effects of Job Satisfaction on the relationship between generation /
age and job hopping intention
Past studies suggested that turnover intention is significantly related to
employees‟ age. Lee and Mowday (1987) conducted a study to examine the relation
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between job values, job attitudes, turnover intention and actual turnover of
employees working in a financial institution. Results found that turnover intention is
negatively correlated with age while is positively correlated with education. Beecroft,
Dorey and Wenten (2008) and Van Dam et al. (2013) also conducted a study about
employees‟ intention to quit and their targeted participants were nurses. Both studies
found a consistent result with past studies (Alexander et al. 1998; Shader et al., 2001),
that is, there is a negative relationship between age and intention to quit. In Beecroft,
Dorey and Wenten‟s study (2008), results showed that the younger participants who
aged below thirty (i.e. between late Gen X and Gen Y or born in 1978 or later) had
more intention to quit especially if they have higher level of education or could not
work in the most ideal nursing unit. Chang et al. (2013) conducted a study about the
correlation between work design-related antecedents and turnover intention of
employees from Taiwan-based stores of a home improvement center. Parts of the
result findings were consistent with the past studies. They showed that the negative
correlation between age and turnover intention still existed in the age group of 31 to
40 (r = .068, p < .05), but interestingly, positive correlations were found in the two
younger age groups of 21 to 25 (r = .107, p < .01) and 26 to 30 (r = .086, p < .01). In
sum, in spite of whether the younger or older age group had a stronger intention to
quit jobs, these two variables are significantly associated with each other. Since job
hopping could also be regarded as turnover and the generation groups are divided by
age, it is assumed that there is also a correlation between generation and job hopping
intention.

Job satisfaction is correlated with age and turnover intention respectively.
There was a positive correlation between age and job satisfaction (Kalleberg &
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Loscocco, 1983; Lee & Wilbur, 1985; Luthans & Thomas, 1989). It is because elder
employees hold higher position, longer tenure and more work experiences that
offered them satisfactory outcomes, for example, higher salaries or more autonomy
in their jobs. Besides, their expectations and aspirations to jobs have changed from
idealistic to realistic (Alavi & Askaripur, 2003; Wankel, 2007; Rosen et al., 2014).
The relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intention is negative
according to different past studies (Aydogdu & Asikgil, 2011; Olusegun, 2013;
Alsaraireh et al., 2014). Employees with low level of job satisfaction or job
dissatisfaction are more likely to leave the undesirable work conditions to work in
other companies that might make them feel more satisfied (Vangel, 2011).
Employees who perceive that there are sufficient alternative job opportunities are
more likely to quit their jobs when they experience job dissatisfaction (Robbins et al.,
2013).

According to literture (e.g. Jennings, 2000; Lavoie-Trembaly et al., 2010),
the main reason for people in Generation X and Y to hop jobs is that they value much
on extrinsic rewards like salaries and promotion chances. This implied that once they
experience low level of extrinsic job satisfaction, they would be more likely to hop
jobs. However, Friedell et al. (2011) suggested that people from the previous
generations generally underestimate the importance of intrinsic work values of
Millennials. Besides, there is only a small correlation between valuing extrinsic work
values and job hopping. Thus, intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction scales are going
to be used in order to see which type of job satisfaction could well explain how or
why the relationship between generation and job hopping intention exist.
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The Mediating Effects of TPB predictors on the relationship between generation and
job hopping intention.
In addition to the mediating effect of job satisfaction, I hypothesized that
there is mediating effects of TPB predictors on the relationship between generation
and job hopping intention. Montano et al. (2008) suggested that demographic
difference variables may be indirectly associated with behavior through the TPB
predictors. Demographic differences on the TPB predictors might make people in
one demographic group to be more likely to engage in a particular behavior than
those in other demographic groups.

As mentioned above, behavioral intention could be predicted by attitudes,
subjective norms and perceived control (Ajzen, 1991). Van Breukelen et al. (2004)
used TPB predictors to explain the Navy‟s actual turnover and turnover intention.
Results suggested that attitudes and subjective norms are significant predictors of
turnover intention at different time points while perceived control only significantly
predicted turnover intention at the first time point. Job hopping intention and TPB
predictors are correlated with each other according to Ajzen‟s theoretical assumption
and results from past study. However, the relationship between generation and TPB
predictors is uncertain. There is no particular research to examine the direct
relationship between generation, attitudes towards job hopping, subjective norms (i.e.,
the perceived social pressure of hopping jobs) and perceived control of finding
another job after job hopping. Generational differences on attitudes towards job
hopping, perceived social pressures of engaging in job hopping as well as perceived
control after job hopping might help explain why Gen Y seems to be more likely to
jump from jobs to jobs than Gen X.
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Past studies suggested that Millennials are perceived as developed jumping
attitude and did not mind to move from jobs to jobs frequently by people from the
previous generations (Ahmed et al., 2014; Hamori et al., 2015). People from different
generations have different perceptions of job hopping (Panszczyk, 2005; Lovely &
Buffum, 2007). Job hopping is a stigma to Baby Boomers while it is a strategic
necessity for career advancement to Generation Xers. To Generation Y, job hopping
even became a routine in their career life. People from younger generation seems to
have a more positive attitude towards job hopping while people from older
generations hold a less positive attitude towards job hopping according to past
literature.

In the U.S., intention to leave the current employers in the next year of Gen-Y
employees in 2002 is higher than their age counterparts in 1977 (Families and Work
Institute, 2005). Lyons et al. (2015) suggested that in Canada, the total numbers of
frequent job changes of Millennials in one year of were almost two times more than
that of Gen Xers and almost three times more than that of Baby Boomers. According
to TPB (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1988), if a person feel pressured of doing the behavior,
their intention to engage in that behavior would be weaker and they would be less
likely to engage in that behavior. This seems to imply that Millennials in other
countries keep on job hopping as their perceived social pressure of changing jobs
frequently is not high. Since the results are not about Millennials‟ job hopping
behavior or intention in Hong Kong, it is worth to see if Millennials‟ perceived social
pressure of job hopping is also low in Hong Kong compared with Gen X.
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In this study, perceived control is defined as whether people believe that they
could find another jobs if they hop jobs. Not being able to find another job becomes a
possible difficulty they encounter after job hopping. Researchers measured perceived
ease of movement by perceived job alternatives and results showed that the more the
perceived job alternatives available, the stronger the intention to quit (Joseph et al.,
2007). It implies that if there are more perceived job opportunities available, people
would be more confident that they could find another job. Such high level of
perceived control could result in stronger intention to quit. Age could influence ones‟
level of perceived control. Mirowsky (1995) suggested that the sense of control
would decrease when a person is getting older. Bretz et al. (1994) suggested that the
relationship between age and perceived job alternatives of managers was negative (r
= -.19, p < .001). On one hand, older employees seemed to have fewer job
opportunities (Davies, Matthews & Wong, 1991, as cited in Robbins, 2009). On the
other hand, even though they perceived that there are jobs available for them, what
the new job offers might not be as good as their current job. When employees got
older, they were less likely to give up what they received from the present jobs based
on their seniority and tenure like benefits or status and to compete with the younger
and better candidates in the job market (Hellman, 1997). On the contrary, the
psychological stress of starting over in another job of younger employees is
comparatively less (Doering, Rhodes, & Schuster, 1983, as cited in Hellman, 1997).
Khatri et al. (2001) also conducted a study about the antecedents of turnover
intention and one of the foci of their study is the association between job hopping
attitudes and turnover intention. It is interesting to find that age is negatively
correlated with Perceived Alternative employment Opportunities (PAEO) (r = -.16, p
< .01). That is, the older the employees are, the fewer perceived job alternatives there
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are. In sum, age seems to be associated with perceived control of finding other job
opportunities as well as job hopping intention could also be affected by employees‟
perceived job alternatives. Since Millennial is the younger age group with more
perceived job alternatives, this might be the reason why they have stronger intention
to hop jobs.

Hypothesis 3: The three TPB predictors and intrinsic and extrinsic job
satisfaction mediate the relationship between generation and job hopping
intention.

4.2. Methods
4.2.1 Participants and Procedures
In this study, the target samples are those who are full time workers in Hong
Kong and have at least one year of work experience. Random sampling approach
was adopted in this study. The online questionnaires (see Appendix 4) were
distributed through a marketing service company. The marketing company has over
20 panels, for examples, mobile phone owners or internet users. All the respondent s
in the subject pool received an email invitation with a hyperlink of the survey. Before
they start to answer the online questionnaire, there is a consent form to ask about
their willingness of participating in this study and inform them that their personal
data will be kept strictly confidential (see Appendix 3). After finishing the online
questionnaires, the marketing company gave participants money through bank
transfer or send vouchers to participants‟ home.

A total of 350 people were invited to complete the online survey and 50 cases
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were excluded as they fail in giving accurate answers to the validity check items.
Two validity check items were included in the online surveys in order to identify
respondents who finish the questionnaire inattentively or randomly. The validity
check items are “To monitor quality, please respond with a „Never‟ (Item 1) /
„Strongly Agree‟ (Item 2) for this item”. The data received from participants who
answered one or both of these items incorrectly would not be analyzed in this study.
The final sample size was 300 (N = 300) (50% were male and 50% were female;
with a mean age of 37.08, SD = 8.28). Since this study is not interested in examining
the job hopping phenomenon of a specific industry, the participants were from
different industries (e.g., 9.3 % from the Computer and Mathematical and 3 % from
Healthcare Support). The largest proportion of participants were from the business
sector (e.g., 7.3 % from Management, 10.3 % from Business and Financial, 18.7 %
from Office and Administrative Support and 8 % from Sales and related). The
participants were generally with a higher education level (i.e., 70.7% University or
above). Table 4.1 shows the demographical characteristics of participants.

Table 4.1 Demographical Characteristics of Participants (N = 300)
Variables
Gender
Male
Female

Percentage (%)
50
50

Education Level
Form 5 – Associate degree/ diploma
University or above

29.3
70.7

Occupation Types^
Architecture and engineering

6.0
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Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media
Building and grounds cleaning and
maintenance
Business and financial
Community and social services
Computer and mathematical
Construction and extraction
Education, training, and library
Food preparation and serving related
Healthcare practitioners and technical
Healthcare support
Installation, maintenance, and repair
Legal
Life, physical, and social sciences
Management
Office and administrative support
Others
Personal care and services
Production
Sales
Transportation and material moving

3.0
.3
10.3
4.3
9.3
.7
8.0
1.7
3.0
3.0
.3
1.3
.7
7.3
18.7
4.7
1.3
3.7
8.0
4.3

Present Job Level
Assistant – Junior
Senior – Officer
Manager
Others

32%
47.7%
19.3%
1%

Job Hopping Experiences (i.e., Quit within 1 year)
Yes

54.7%
(Gen X: 58.5%; Gen Y:
51.3%)

No

45.3%
(Gen X: 41.5%; Gen Y:
48.7%)

Variables
Age
Gen X
Gen Y

Mean
37.08
43.59
29.84

SD
8.28
5.43
3.49

Years of Work Experience
Gen X
Gen Y

14.85
21.51
7.44

8.80
6.40
3.69

Number of Turnover (Times)

3.37

2.29
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Gen X
Gen Y

4.04
2.62

2.53
1.70

Note. Gen X (N = 158); Gen Y (N = 142); ^There are no participants working in
Protective service and Farming, Fishing, and Forestry industries.

4.2.2 Measures
Demographical and control variables

Demographical information such as age,

gender, education level (i.e., Group 0 = Form 5 – Associate Degree or High Diploma;
Group 1 = University or above), years of work experience, average tenure,
occupation types (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, n.d.), job level, job hopping
experience, perceived short period of time for a person changing job for once,
number of times of job hopping are served as control variables in this study. Age,
tenure and education level are correlated with turnover intention with different
directions (e.g. Arnold & Feldman, 1982; Cotton & Tuttle, 1986; Lee & Mowday,
1987; Knudsen et al. 2009).

The TPB scale

It was developed by Van Breukelen et al. (2004) is adopted in

this study. Originally, the scale is asking about participants‟ attitudes towards leaving
the Navy, the subjective norms and perceived control. In my study, I replace the
words from “leaving or resign from the Navy” to “job hopping”.
(i)

Attitudes towards Job Hopping

The attitude towards job hopping

was measured by means of three items. The respondents are asked to
answer „In your opinion, job hopping is …‟ with three pairs of bipolar
adjectives including: (1) 'unfavorable-favorable'; (2) 'annoying-nice' and
(3) 'good-bad'. Cronbach‟s Alpha was .83.
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(ii)

Subjective norms

Subjective norms are measured by means of

asking the questions about the agreeableness of participants‟ important
others to their job hopping behavior and the importance of the opinions
from their important others to their decisions to hop job. Originally, Van
Breukelen et al. (2004) just defined the important others as parents, girl
friends or wife. In my study, the important others include family members
(i.e., parents, siblings or spouses), peer (i.e., friends, colleagues or former
schoolmates) and individuals affecting their probability of being hired
(i.e., employers, human resources managers or supervisors). The sample
questions are as follow: “To what extent do employers, human resources
managers or supervisors agree with your Job Hopping behaviour?” (1 =
not at all; 7 = to a very large extent) and “How important are the opinions
of employers, human resources managers or supervisors to you on your
decision to hop job?” (1 = very unimportant; 7 = very important).
Cronbach‟s Alpha of this scale was .62.

(iii)

Perceived Control

Perceived control is measured by participants‟

perceived employment opportunity after job hopping and the positive or
negative impacts of their age, work experiences and perception of the
current labour market on finding other jobs after hopping jobs.
Cronbach‟s Alpha of this scale was .77.

Job Hopping Intention

This scale is developed from the turnover intention scale

in Mohamad‟s study (2008). O‟Reilly et al. (1991, p. 498-499) originally asked
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participants‟ intention to quit with four 7-point Likert-type questions, for example,
question 2 is “To what extent have you thought seriously about changing
organizations since beginning to work here?”. Since Mohamad thought that using
statements instead of questions would be more appropriate for the scale, a minor
modification was made, like “I thought seriously about changing organizations since
I began to work here” (p.24). In my study, only the first question in the original scale
remains unchanged and further modifications are made on the rest of three questions
according to the results found in Study 1. For instance, the phrase „since I began to
work here‟ is replaced by „since I worked in the current company for no more than 1
year‟ in question 2 (i.e., “I have thought seriously about changing organizations since
I worked in the current company for no more than 1 year.” ). Cronbach‟s Alpha of
this scale was .76.

The Possible influences of Job Hopping records on CV

According to the

responses collected from Study 1, participants generally thought that the job hopping
records on Curriculum Vitae (CV) would leave a negative impression to the future
employers. Thus, I am interested in understanding more about participants‟ views on
whether job hopping records on CV would have a positive or negative influence on
the opportunities of getting job interview, the opportunities to be employed, the
bargaining power (e.g. fighting for better remuneration in your next job) and the
career prospect. The question is “How influential are the job hopping records on your
resume / CV to the following 4 items?” (1 = Very Unfavorable Influence; 7 = Very
Favorable Influence). Cronbach‟s Alpha of these 4 items was .89.

CV Perception

In order to understand participants‟ perception of or feeling
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about their CV, two self-constructed questions are asked: (1) “How satisfied are you
with your current resume / CV?” (1 = Not Very Satisfied; 7 = Very Satisfied) and (2)
“How good is your current resume / CV?” (1 = Not Very Good; 7 = Very Good).
Cronbach‟s Alpha was .96.

Job Satisfaction

The short form of Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ;

Weiss et al., 1967) (20 items) is adapted. This scale could be used to see participants‟
intrinsic satisfaction, extrinsic satisfaction and general satisfaction to their current
jobs. Originally, it is a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Very dissatisfied to 5 = Very
satisfied). In order to maintain the consistency of rating scales in the whole
questionnaire, this scale is amended to be a 7-ponit Likert scale. Cronbach‟s Alphas
were .89 for intrinsic job satisfaction and .85 for extrinsic job satisfaction.
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4.3 Results
4.3.1 Descriptive Statistics
The descriptive statistics including mean, standard deviation, intercorrelations
and consistencies of the studied variables are summarized in Table 4.2. All scales had
an acceptable internal consistency with the Cronbach‟s alpha value ranged from .62
to .96. The preliminary data analyses showed that education level (r = -.17, p < .01)
and average tenure (r = -.39, p < .01) were significantly correlated with the outcome
variable (i.e. job hopping intention) among all of the measured demographical
variables. These two variables would be included as control variables when doing
hierarchical regression analysis on TPB predictors (i.e., Attitudes towards job
hopping, Subjective Norms and Perceived Control) and job hopping intention. The
correlations between studied variables were weak to moderate (Cohen, 1988). There
was only a strong correlation found between job hopping experience (Yes or No) and
the number of times of changing job within one year, r = .75, p < .01. Results
showed that job hopping intention was positively correlated with attitudes towards
job hopping, r = .25, p < .01, subjective norms, r = .35, p < .01 and perceived control,
r = .20, p < .01 while it was negatively correlated with intrinsic, r = -.31, p < .01 and
extrinsic job satisfaction, r = -.44, p < .01.
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Table 4.2 Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations between Studied
Variables
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4.3.2 Testing Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 is to test if there any generational differences in participants‟ job
hopping intention, attitudes towards job hopping, subjective norms, perceived control,
intrinsic, extrinsic job satisfaction, CV-related variables, perceived duration of
„changing job within a short period of times‟, number of times of changing job
within one year and job hopping experience (see Table 4.3). Results showed that
there are no significant differences in attitudes towards job hopping, subjective
norms and extrinsic job satisfaction between Gen Y and Gen X. Significant
differences are found only in participants‟ level of job hopping intention, perceived
control and intrinsic job satisfaction. Gen Y (M = 4.49, SD = 1.25) have a stronger
intention to hop jobs than Gen X (M = 3.66, SD = 1.28), t(298) = 5.71, p < .01.
Besides, the level of perceived control is higher in Gen Y (M = 4.79, SD = .91) than
that in Gen X (M = 4.13, SD = 1.07), t (298) = 5.68, p < .01. However, the level of
intrinsic job satisfaction of Gen Y (M = 4.55, SD = .90) is lower than that of Gen X
(M = 4.75, SD = .85), t(298) = -2.03, p < .05.

When asking about participants‟ perception of their CV, Gen X (M = 4.66, SD =
1.20) generally thought that their CV is good and felt more satisfied with their
current CV than Gen Y (M = 4.33, SD = 1.26), t(298) = -2.33, p < .05. There are no
significant differences found in Gen X and Y participants‟ perception of the possible
outcomes or influences (i.e. positive or negative) on their future employment or
career development when having job hopping records on their CV. The definition of
“How long would you regard a person as changing his or her jobs frequently within a
short period of time?” is different between two generations. The perceived „short
period of time‟ (months) of Gen Y employees (M = 11.42, SD = 7.94) is significantly
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shorter than that of Gen Xers (M = 14.46, SD = 13.78), t(298) = -2.31, p < .05. No
significant differences are found in the number of times of job hopping between
these two generations. The average tenure (years) is different between Generation X
and Y. Gen X (M = 5.74, SD = 4.34) stayed longer in every job than Gen Y (M = 2.46,
SD = 1.75), t(298) = -8.41, p < .01. Hypothesis 1 can be partially supported.
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Table 4.3 Comparison of the Participants‟ Characteristics (N = 300)

JHI

Gen X (N=158)
M
SD
3.66
1.28

Gen Y (N=142)
M
SD
4.49
1.25

t
5.71**

JHA

4.37

1.08

4.36

1.19

-.11

SN

17.45

7.31

18.79

6.20

1.70

PC

4.13

1.07

4.79

.91

5.68**

In Job Sat

4.75

.85

4.55

.90

-2.03*

Ex Job Sat

4.25

1.06

4.05

1.08

-1.58

Impacts of
JHR on CV

4.08

.88

4.05

1.02

-.21

CV
Perception

4.66

1.20

4.33

1.26

-2.33*

Perceived
JH Duration
(Months)

14.46

13.78

11.42

7.94

-2.31*

JH Times

.98

1.32

.96

1.01

-.12

JH Exp

.51

.50

.58

.50

1.25

4.34

2.46

1.75

-8.41**

Average
5.74
Tenure
(Years)
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01

Abbreviations: JHI = Job Hopping Intention; JHA = Attitudes towards Job hopping;
SN = Subjective Norms; PC = Perceived Control; Impacts of JHR on CV =
Perceived Possible Influences of Having Job Hopping Records on CV; CV
perception = Perception of present CV; In Job Sat = Intrinsic Job Satisfaction; Ex Job
Sat = Extrinsic Job Satisfaction; Perceived JH Duration (mth)= Perceived Duration
of „Changing Job within a Short Period of Times‟ (month); JH Times = Number of
Times of Changing Job within One Year
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Hypothesis 2 is to see whether TPB predictors would explain a significant
amount of additional variation in job hopping intentions when they are added to
demographic variables as well as both intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. In
Table 4.5., job hopping intention was only significantly predicted by average tenure
(β = -.22, p < .01) at Stage 1 and the total variability in job hopping intention
remained unchanged, R2 = .19, F (3,296) = 23.59, p < .01. At Stage 2, job satisfaction
accounted for an additional 13% of the total variability to the model of job hopping
intention, ∆R2 = .13, F (5,291) = 28.49, p < .01. Only extrinsic job satisfaction (β =
-.35, p < .01) significantly predicted job hopping intention, but intrinsic job
satisfaction (β = -.07, p > .05) was not a significant predictor. At Stage 3, attitudes
towards job hopping (β = .18, p < .01), subjective norms (β = .22, p < .01) and
perceived control (β = .11. p < .05) significantly predicted job hopping intention. The
three TPB predictors accounted for an additional 12% of the total variability in job
hopping intention, ∆R2 = .12, F (8,293) = 29.19, p < .01. Therefore, Hypothesis 2
could be supported.
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Table 4.4 Hierarchical Regression Analysis for TPB Predictors Explaining
Additional Variance on the Model of Job Hopping Intention (N = 300)
Predictor(s)
Model 1
Step 1
Age
Education
Average Tenure
Model 2
Step 1
Age
Education
Average Tenure
Step 2
In JS
Ex JS

B

SE

β

-.03
.37
-.11

.01
.16
.02

-.17**
.13*
-.30**

-.02
.26
-.09

.01
.14
.02

-.15**
.09
-.25**

.09
-.52

.12
.10

R2

∆R2

.19

.19**

.19

.19**

.33

.13**

.06
-.42**

Model 3
Step 1
.19
.19**
Age
-.01
.01
-.09
Education
.20
.13
.07
Average Tenure
-.08
.02
-.22**
Step 2
.33
.13**
In JS
-.10
.11
-.07
Ex JS
-.44
.09
-.35**
Step 3
.45
.12**
JHA
.21
.05
.18**
SN
.04
.01
.22**
PC
.14
.07
.11*
Note. B refers to the unstandardized coefficients and β refers to the standardized
coefficients. * p < .05, ** p < .01
Abbreviations: JHI = Job Hopping Intention; JHA = Attitudes towards Job hopping;
SN = Subjective Norms; PC = Perceived Control; In Job Sat = Intrinsic Job
Satisfaction; Ex Job Sat = Extrinsic Job Satisfaction
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Hypothesis 3 is to test the mediating effects of TPB predictors and job
satisfaction on the relationship between generation and job hopping intention by
using the multiple mediation SPSS macro developed by Preacher and Hayes (2008).
In Figure 4.1, results showed that generation was a significant predictor of perceived
control and intrinsic job satisfaction, but not that of attitudes towards job hopping,
subjective norms and extrinsic job satisfaction. Job hopping intention was
significantly predicted by attitudes towards job hopping, subjective norms, perceived
control and extrinsic job satisfaction while intrinsic job satisfaction was not a
significant predictor of job hopping intention.

The total and specific indirect effects were tested by using a bootstrap
estimation approach with 5000 samples (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). According the
results shown in Table 4.6, the total indirect effect is still significant (Z = -2.83, p
< .01), with a 95% CI of -.4784 to -.0822. However, only perceived control (Z =
-2.30, p < .05), with a 95% CI of -.2139 to -.0169, is a potential important mediator
while attitudes towards job hopping (Z = .11, p > .05), with a 95% CI of -.0529
to .0564, subjective norms (Z = -1.61,

p> .05), with a 95% CI of -.1543 to -.0082,

intrinsic job satisfaction (Z = -.48, p > .05), with a 95% CI of -.0760 to .0396, and
extrinsic job satisfaction (Z = -1.53, p > .05), with a 95% CI of -.2405 to .0234 were
not essential mediators. A partial mediation is found in this model as generation is
still a significant predictor of job hopping intention after controlling the mediators (b
= -.56, SE =.13, p < .01). Generation with mediators accounted for 41% of the total
variance in job hopping intention, R2 = .41, F (6,293) = 34.20, p < .01.
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Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01
Figure 4.1 Mediating Effects of TPB predictors and Intrinsic and Extrinsic Job
Satisfaction on the relationship between Generation (IV) and Job Hopping Intention
(DV)
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Table 4.5 Indirect Effects of TPB Predictors and Intrinsic and Extrinsic Job
Satisfaction on the Relationship between Generation (IV) and Job Hopping Intention
(DV)
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4.4 Summary
The purposes of conducting Study 2 are to mainly investigate: 1) the roles of
TPB predictors on job hopping intention; 2) the mediating effects of TPB variables
and job satisfaction on the relationship between generations and job hopping
intention. Generally, most of the hypotheses are partially supported. Being consistent
with past studies and theoretical assumption suggested by researchers, TPB
predictors were positively correlated with job hopping intention while job
satisfaction is negatively associated with job hopping intention. All TPB predictors
would account for additional variation in explaining job hopping intentions when
they were added to both intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. When testing the
mediating effects of TPB predictors and job satisfaction, participants‟ perceived
control can help explaining the relationship between generation and job hopping
intention. Younger employees (i.e., Millennial) have stronger job hopping intention
than Gen X employees as they might think that they are more likely to find other jobs
after job hopping.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
5.1 Discussion on Findings and Implications
The results of Study 1 showed that young employees do not necessarily think that
there is no problem to hop job and they also realize that the job hopping experiences
could negatively affect their future job seeking. When young employees were asked
about how long they regard a person as changing his or her job within a short period
of time, most of them answered that the perceived short duration of staying in a job is
around 6 months to 1 year. Interviewees‟ concept of staying „too short‟ in a job is
related to whether they could achieve different goals, like understanding the company,
job nature or job duties during the period they stay in the companies. This suggested
that young employees‟ perceived short length of time of staying in a company is
shorter than that the employers, human resources managers and researchers expected.
For example, researchers deemed that switching jobs every 18 months or staying in a
company for not longer than 2 years could be regarded as changing jobs frequently
(Kronenberg, 1997, as cited in Davis et al., 2006; Debashish & Ray, 2012; as cited in
Shaharuddin & Zahari, 2014). The different time perception between workers of
different generations implied that employers and human resources manager should
not only concern about how to make Millennial employees feel satisfied with their
jobs, but also when to offer attractive elements (e.g. pay raise, increased welfare or
benefits) to enhance their intention to stay. Some interviewees thought that frequency
of job hopping, age and years of work experiences are important factors to determine
whether changing job within a short period of time is acceptable or not. That is, it is
inappropriate for employees to hop jobs continuously (e.g., quitting jobs once a year
regularly for four to five jobs) or employees with an older age and more work
experiences to hop jobs. These results suggested that some of Gen Y employees also
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understand the problems of changing too many jobs.

Interviewees also believed that possible impacts of having job hopping records
on future hunting could be both positive and negative, however, more interviewees
tended to deem that the job hopping experiences would be more likely to lead to the
negative consequences. Concerning positive influences, some interviewees thought
that job hooping experiences could help employees understand different work
environments and job duties as well as which job is more suitable for them. Being
consistent with past literature (e.g., Filipczak, 1994; Jennings, 2000; Bova & Kroth,
2001), some interviewees believed that they would receive higher salaries and
become more skillful after job hopping, as a result, their value in the workplace (i.e.,
marketability) would then be enhanced. Most interviewees were aware of the
negative consequences of having job hopping experiences such as a perceived low
level of loyalty and commitment to the company. Indeed, young employees in this
study understood quite well about how employers or human resources mangers
perceive job applicants with job hopping records. It is also interesting to find that bad
track records on the Curriculum Vitae (CV) resulted from job hopping is something
to be avoided by some of the participants. Some interviewees realized the importance
of stable work experiences to their CVs and even remind themselves to stay longer in
the current company after they hop from the previous job to the present job. Since
employers gain the first impression about the job applicants from/by looking at the
information on their resumes or CVs (Giacalone & Rosenfeld, 2013) and such
impression would affect whether they have chances to get a job interview, this might
be the reason why participants in Study 1 would avoid having job hopping records on
their CVs. It is obvious to see that attitudes towards job hopping of Gen Y employees
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are not necessarily different from those of employees from previous generations.

In Study 2, a positive correlation between job hopping intention and TPB
predictors was found, regardless of generation effect. This finding was consistent
with the theoretical assumption of TPB (Ajzen, 1991; 2002), that is, people would
have a stronger intention to do a specific behavior when they hold more positive
attitudes, perceive that performing such a behavior is approved by their important
others as well as believe that they are able to perform such a behavior. After
controlling the demographic variables (i.e., age, education level and average tenure),
results showed that the positive attitudes towards job hopping held by employees and
the self-perception about others‟ approval to their engaging in job hopping could help
explain why people intent to jump from jobs to jobs. By contrast, subjective norms
play a more important role than attitudes towards job hopping to predict participants‟
job hopping intention. Similar to the results found by Van Breukelen et al. (2004),
perceived control is not a significant predictor of job hopping intention. There are
two possible reasons why perceived control is not able to be a significant predictor to
job hopping intention. Firstly, measuring perceived control would make a valuable
contribution only when a person is not doing a behavior willingly (Ajzen, 2005;
Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011). Quitting a job or hopping job is a decision made by
employees according to their wills even though there is possibility of not being able
to find other jobs after job hopping or resignation. Secondly, perceived control is
expected to have a moderating effect on the relationship between behavioral
intention and actual behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005).

The TPB variables account for additional variance in explaining job hopping
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intention when both demographic variables and job satisfaction are controlled. From
this model, it is clear to see that only extrinsic job satisfaction significantly predicts
people job hopping intention. As suggested by past studies conducted in other
countries (e.g., Bullard, 2003; Netswera, Rankhumise & Mavundla, 2005), people
hopping jobs were mainly for gaining extrinsic rewards. People would have a
stronger intention to change jobs within a short period of time especially when they
feel dissatisfied with the salaries and the chances of advancement on the present job,
the amount of work they do, the way their boss deal with matters of his or her
employees, the competence of their supervisor in making decisions and the way
company policies are put into practice in this research. In addition to extrinsic job
satisfaction, all TPB predictors provide a complementary explanation on ones‟ job
hopping intention. When a person experiences extrinsic job dissatisfaction,
meanwhile, he or she would hold a positive attitude towards job hopping, perceive
that his or her important others agree with his or her job hopping behavior as well as
believe that it is easy to find other jobs after job hopping, the intention to hop jobs
will then become stronger.

There are generational differences in job hopping intention, perceived control,
intrinsic job satisfaction of Hong Kong employees but no differences in attitudes
towards job hopping and subjective norms were found between Gen X and Gen Y.
This implies that both generations‟ attitudes towards job hopping and perception of
whether their important others agree with their job hopping behavior are quite similar.
The level of job hopping intention and perceived control of the Millennials are higher
than those of Gen Xers. Being consistent with past studies, younger employees are
more prone to develop intentions to leave the current company. For instances, Ertas
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(2015) conducted a study to see the generational differences of the intention to quit
and work motivations of the federal service employees in the U.S. and results
showed that the turnover intention of Millennials (i.e., born in 1982 and onwards)
was stronger than that of the older workers. Pitts et al. (2011) also found that the
turnover intention of the U.S. federal government employees with a younger age
(under 30 to 49 years old) was stronger than that of the employees with an older age
group (50 to over 60 years old), regardless of the types of turnover (e.g., internal and
external). As mentioned in Chapter 4, the reasons for older employees to have a
lower level of perceived control are fewer perceived job alternatives and more
psychological stress of starting over in another job (Davies, Matthews & Wong, 1991,
as cited in Robbins, 2009; Doering, Rhodes, & Schuster, 1983, as cited in Hellman,
1997).

Gen Xers had a higher intrinsic job satisfaction level than Millennials and there
was no significantly different level of extrinsic job satisfaction between these two
groups. This result is inconsistent with the results found in Kowske, Rasch and
Wiley‟s study (2010), that is, the level of job satisfaction of Millennials was higher
than that of Baby Boomers and Gen Xers. Similar to the results found in Study 1, the
perceived „short period of time‟ of changing jobs once of the Millennials in Study 2
is also around one year in average. Their time definition of job hopping is
significantly around three months shorter than that of Gen Xers. Gen X employees
had better perception towards and feel more satisfied with their current CVs than the
Millennials. In sum, Gen X employees have higher levels of satisfaction to their jobs
as well as their CV than those of millennial employees.
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The total variance of TPB predictors and job satisfaction that explain the
generational differences in job hopping intention in job hopping intention were 41%
and perceived control was the only a significant mediator of the relationship between
generation and job hopping intention. This suggested that Gen Y employees have
higher level of job hopping intention as they believed that they are more likely to
find another job after they quit their jobs within a short period. Besides, attitudes are
not the main factor affecting the likelihood of job hopping between Gen X & Y.
Consistent with results found in Study 1, attitudes of Gen Y employees to job
hopping are not very different from those of previous generations.

I originally expected that there would only be a generational difference in the
perceived possible influences of having job hopping records on CVs, however, no
significant results were found. It is surprising that there was a positive correlation
found between the perceived possible influences of having job hopping records on
CVs and the TPB predictors. That means people who believe that the influences of
having job hopping records on CVs are favorable would have more positive attitudes
towards job hopping, a higher level of perceived control and would be more likely to
perceive that their important others would agree with their job hopping behavior.

5.2 Limitations and Direction for Future Study
In Study 2, the mediating effects of TPB predictors and job satisfaction on the
relationship between generation and job hopping intention are examined. Despite the
focus of this research on generational effect, it is obvious that by grouping people of
different ages into two generation-groups will result in loss of power in statistical
analyses (Aiken & West, 1991). For future studies of job hopping intention, I
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suggested that age can be set as independent variable in order to see if the mediating
effects are the same as those found when generation is the independent variable when
I change the independent variable from generation to age while the dependent
variable remains unchanged (i.e. job hopping intention).

To test the generational differences in job hopping intention, using time-lag
studies or longitudinal studies are necessary in order to distinguish whether the
differences in participants‟ values or attitudes are due to age, career stages or the
generation groups that they belong to (e.g., Cennamo & Gardner, 2008; Wong et al.,
2008; Twenge, 2010; Twenge et al., 2010). As suggested by Twenge and her
colleagues (2010), only comparing people with same age at different time point can
make sure that such differences are resulted from generations rather than age. Thus,
even participants‟ level of job hopping intention and perceived control are
significantly different, it may still be premature to conclude that Millennials in Hong
Kong are also more likely to hop jobs than Generation X. My study could only
suggest that job hopping intention and perceived control between Gen X and Y are
different at this current time point. Further research is needed in order to find out if
there are really generational differences in job hopping, for example, investigating
the job hopping intentions and related variables of the same samples five or ten years
later. If inconsistent results of job hopping intention are found in Gen Y group from
present study and future study, then one may conclude that Millennials do not
necessarily have stronger job hopping intention than Gen Xers.

In the job hopping intention scale, one of the questions is asked about “I think I
would not like to be working for this organization for more than 1 to 2 years from
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now”. The problem of this question is that, it is possible for some employees have
already worked for the present company for more than 2 years when they answered
this question. This means that their answers cannot truly reflect that they intent to
hop jobs. In the future study, I recommended that researchers could target those
employees who just work in their companies recently (e.g., no more than 3 months)
as my participants to make sure that they intent not to stay too long in the present
organizations. Meanwhile, the time period in questions can be changed from “the 1
to 2 years” to “1 year” according to the results found in Study 2. Moreover,
researchers could invite the same participants to finish the second study one to two
years later to see if their intention to hop jobs can really predict actual job hopping
behavior like the study conducted by Van Breukelen et al. (2004), for example,
asking participants if they change job during the 1- year period. Behavioral intention
does not necessarily always predict actual behavior since some other factors like
perceived control may intervene (Neck et al., 2015). Thus, measuring actual behavior
can confirm if job hopping intention is the strong predictors as well as investigate if
perceived control moderate the relationship between job hopping intention and job
hopping behavior.

In this study, participants came from twenty-one different types of industries.
This might be the reason why there is no significant correlation found between
occupations and job hopping intention. Thus, researchers could examine the effects
of occupations on people‟s job hopping intention in the future study in order to see if
the TPB model can also be generalized to explain the job hopping intention of
employees in specific industries.
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5.3 Conclusion
This research provides several significant contributions in spite of the limitations
mentioned above. These findings highlighted the important role of the TPB variables
(i.e., attitudes towards job hopping, subjective norms and perceived control) on
predicting employees‟ job hopping intention and the mediating effects of TPB
variables and job satisfaction on the relationship between generations (age) and job
hopping intention.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1. Consent Form for Study 1
受訪同意書
敬啓者：
本人是嶺南大學應用心理學系碩士研究生，現進行一項關於在職人士對跳
糟的看法，對象為在職人士。
參與此研究的受訪者將會接受本人訪問及完成問卷(需時約 15 - 30 分鐘)。
受訪過程中會被錄音，由於部分問題可能涉及閣下的私隱，參予者有權利要求
查聽有關錄音資料。該錄音資料將會被保留作數據分析直至研究成果被發表。
請避免於面談中提及任何人仕之姓名或個人資料，如有需要可以代號取代。你
在此面談中所提供的資料將被保密，我們亦不會向任何人仕透露有關你的個人
身份。訪問完成後，本人亦非常樂意向參與者講解研究的結果。
參與本研究純屬自願性質，所收集的資料只作研究用途。如閣下對是項研
究有任何查詢，請與本人聯絡(電話: 95125163; 電郵: szehangyuen@ln.edu.hk)或
本人的論文導師倫妙芝博士(電話: 26167183; 電郵: vivianlun@ln.edu.hk)聯絡。

袁鍶恒謹啟
二零一五年五月三十日

我 **同意 / 不同意 參與是項研究。
我 **同意 / 不同意 在受訪過程中被錄音以作數據分析用途。
(** 請删去不適用者)

受訪者姓名：
受訪者簽署：
日期：

Appendix 2. Interview Transcripts of Study 1 (see Volume 2 of the thesis)
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Appendix 3. Consent Form for Study 2 (Bilingual)
受訪同意書
我們是嶺南大學應用心理學系的研究人員，現正研究關於全職在職人士對
跳槽的看法。完成以下問卷需時約 30 分鐘。你在此問卷中所提供的資料將被保
密。你所提供的資料將會被編碼作數據分析。

參與本研究純屬自願性質，所收集的資料只作研究用途。

感謝您參與本研究。若閣下對本研究有任何查詢，請與研究員袁鍶恒小姐(電郵:
szehangyuen@ln.edu.hk)或研究指導老師倫妙芝博士(電郵: vivianlun@ln.edu.hk)
聯絡。

二零一六年三月二日

Informed Consent Form

We are researchers from the Department of Applied Psychology, Lingnan University
and currently studying about full-time employees‟ perception towards job-hopping
This questionnaire survey will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. All
personal data will be kept strictly confidential. The Information you provided in the
survey will be coded for data analysis in the research.
Your participation is entirely voluntary. The information you provide in this study
will only be used for research purposes.

Thank you for participating in this study. If you have any questions about this study,
please contact researcher Ms. Yuen Sze Hang (email: szehangyuen@ln.edu.hk) or
project advisor Dr. Vivian Lun (email: vivianlun@ln.edu.hk).

(

) 本人明白是次研究目的並同意參與這個問卷調查。
I am clear about the purposes of this research and agree to participate in
this survey.
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(

) 本人不同意 參與是項研究。
I disagree to participate in this study.

Appendix 4: Online Questionnaire of Study 2 (Bilingual)
請在空格內填寫你的答案或者選擇適合的答案。
Please fill in the blanks or choose the best answer.
第一部份 Part 1:
S1.您的年齡是? Age:
S2. 您的性別 Gender*:

_______________________歲 Years old
1. (
2. (

) 男性 Male
) 女性 Female

*請選出你的答案。Please
choose one answer.
S3. 你的最高學歷
Your Highest Level of
Education *:
*請選出一個答案。Please
choose one answer.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

S4. 學系或專業 Major or
Profession:*
*適用於副學士學位 / 高級文
憑或以上學歷人士 Applicable
to those who completed
Associate degree / High
Diploma or above
S5. 以下那狀況最能形容您？
Which status could best describe
you?

(
) 中五 Form 5 (HKCEE)
(
) 中七 From 7 (HKALE)
(
) 中六 From 6 (HKDSE)
(
) 副學士學位 / 高級文憑
Associate degree / High Diploma
(
) 學士學位 Bachelor's degree
(
) 完成了學士後課程
Completed postgraduate
(
) 碩士 Master's degree
(
) 博士，法律和醫學學位
Ph.D., law or medical doctorate degree
(
) 其他高級學位超出碩士學位
Other advanced degree beyond a
Master's degree

___________________________________

1. 全職工作 – 一年作經驗以下
Working full time, with less than one
year work experience
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2. 全職工作 – 一年作經驗以上
Working part time, with more than one
year work experience
3. 兼職工作
Working part time
4. 沒有工作
Not under employment
________________________________
___
S6. 你有多少年工作經驗?
Years of Work Experience:

___________________________(年 year(s))

本問卷將跳槽定義為在短時間內轉工轉得很快、很頻繁的意思。
Job Hopping will be defined as changing jobs frequently within a short period of
time in this questionnaire.
第二部份 Part 2:
1. 以下問題是有關你對跳槽的看法:
The following questions are to know your attitude toward the act of Job
Hopping:
你認為跳槽是......
In your opinion, Job Hopping is ...
a) 令人愉快的
Pleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

令人不愉快的
Unpleasant

b) 對你不利的
Unfavorable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

對你有利的
Favorable

c) 討厭的
Annoying

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

d) 差的
Bad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

討人喜歡的
Nice
好的
Good

2. 以下問題是有關你身邊的人對於你跳槽的看法:
The following questions are about how people around you think about your Job
Hopping:
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a)(i) 你認為僱主、人事部經理或上司有多大程度認同你作出跳槽的舉動:
To what extent do employers, human resources managers or supervisors agree with
your Job Hopping behaviour?
非常不認同
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常認同
Strongly Agree

a)(ii)你認為僱主、人事部經理或上司的意見對於你作出跳槽的決定有多重要的
影響?
How important are the opinions of employers, human resources managers or
supervisors to you on your decision to hop job?
非常不重要
Very Unimportant

1

2

3

4

5

6

非常重要
Very Important

7

b)(i) 你認為朋友、同事或舊同學有多大程度認同你作出跳槽的舉動:
To what extent do friends, colleagues or former schoolmates agree with your Job
Hopping behaviour?
非常不認同
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

非常認同
Strongly Agree

7

b)(ii) 你認為朋友、同事或舊同學的意見對於你作出跳槽的決定有多重要的影
響:
How important are the opinions of friends, colleagues or former schoolmates to
you on your decision to hop job?
非常不重要
Very Unimportant

1

2

3

4

5

6

非常重要
Very Important

7

c)(i) 你認為父母、兄弟姊妹或伴侶有多大程度認同你作出跳槽的舉動:
To what extent do parents, siblings or spouses agree with your Job Hopping
behaviour?
非常不認同
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常認同
Strongly Agree

c)(ii) 你認為父母、兄弟姊妹或伴侶的意見對於你作出跳槽的決定有多重要的
影響:
How important are the opinions of parents, siblings or spouses to you on your
decision to hop job?
非常不重要
Very Unimportant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常重要
Very Important

3. 假設你已經有過跳槽的經驗，你認為......
Assuming that you have had Job Hopping experiences, do you think ...
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a) 你的年紀會對你能得到另一份合適工作的機會有怎樣的影響?
How influential is your age to your chances of finding an acceptable alternative
job?
非常不利的影響
1
2
Very Unfavorable Influence

3

4

5

6

7 非常有利的影響
Very Favorable Influence

b) 你的工作經驗會對你能得到另一份合適工作的機會有怎樣的影響?
How influential is your work experience to your chances of finding an
acceptable alternative job?
非常不利的影響
1
2
Very Unfavorable Influence

3

4

5

6

7 非常有利的影響
Very Favorable Influence

c) 現時的就業情況會對你能得到另一份合適工作的機會有怎樣的影響?
How influential is the situation on the labor market to your chances of finding an
acceptable alternative job?
非常不利的影響
1
2
Very Unfavorable Influence

3

4

5

6

7 非常有利的影響
Very Favorable Influence

d) 你認為有多大可能只要你想的話就可以找到另一份很好的工作?
How likely can you find another good job if you want to?
非常不可能
Definitely Not

1

2

3

4

5

6

非常可能
Yes, Definitely

7

為了監控質量，請選擇“從不”來回應這條題目。
To monitor quality, please respond with a "never" for this item.
從不
Never

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常同意
Strongly Agree

4. 你對以下的 4 項說法有多同意:
To what extent do you agree with the following 7 statements:
a) 我正在尋找另一份更理想的工作。
I am looking for another more ideal job than the one I now work in.
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非常不同意
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常同意
Strongly Agree

b) 自我剛開始在現在的公司工作不多於一年時，我便認真地想過要轉公司。
I have thought seriously about changing organizations since I worked in the
current company for no more than 1 year.
非常不同意
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常同意
Strongly Agree

c) 當我認為公司再不能滿足我時(例: 不能讓我學到新知識/技能; 沒有升職
加薪的機會等)，我便會打算跳槽。
When I think that I am not satisfied by my company (e.g., no opportunities for
learning new knowledges or skills, promotion or rising pay), I will be going to hop
job.
非常不同意
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常同意
Strongly Agree

d) 我想從現在起我不會留在現在的公司工作多於一至兩年。
I think I would not like to be working for this organization for more than 1 to 2
years from now.
非常不同意
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常同意
Strongly Agree

第三部份 Part 3:
本部分是有關你對履歷表的看法。
This section is about your views on CV or resume.
1. 你認為履歷表上的跳槽紀錄會對以下 4 個項目帶來怎樣的影響呢？
How influential are the Job Hopping records on your resume / CV to the
following 4 items?
a) 會影響得到面試的機會
Affecting the opportunities of getting job interview
非常不利的影響
1
2
Very Unfavorable Influence

3

4

b) 會影響被取錄的機會
Affecting the opportunities to be employed
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5

6

7 非常有利的影響
Very Favorable Influence

非常不利的影響
1
2
Very Unfavorable Influence

3

4

5

6

7 非常有利的影響
Very Favorable Influence

c) 會影響你的議價能力 (例如: 在下一份工作爭取更好的待遇)
Affecting your bargaining power (e.g. fighting for better remuneration in your
next job)
非常不利的影響
1
2
Very Unfavorable Influence

3

4

5

6

7 非常有利的影響
Very Favorable Influence

3

4

5

6

7 非常有利的影響
Very Favorable Influence

d) 會影響你的前途發展
Affecting your career prospect
非常不利的影響
1
2
Very Unfavorable Influence

2. 你有多滿意你現時的履歷表?
How satisfied are you with your current resume / CV?
非常不滿意
Not Very Satisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Very Satisfied

3. 你認為你現時的履歷表有多好 (即你認為你的 CV 有幾靚)?
How good is your current resume / CV?
非常不好
Not Very Good

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常好
Very Good

為了監控質量，請選擇“非常同意”來回應這條題目。
To monitor quality, please respond with a "never" for this item.
從不
Never

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常同意
Strongly Agree

第四部份 Part 4:
問問自己: 我對現在的工作的各方面有多滿意?
Ask yourself: How satisfied am I with these aspects of my current job?
1. 能令我每時每刻保持忙碌。
Being able to keep busy all the time.
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不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

2. 有機會獨自工作。
The chance to work alone on the job.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

5

6

3. 有機會做不同類型的工作。
The chance to do different things from time to time.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

4. 有機會於團體內成為重要的人物。
The chance to be “somebody” in the community.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5. 現任老闆對待員工的方式。
The way my boss handles his/her workers.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

6. 上司的決策能力。
The competence of my supervisor in making decisions.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7. 能夠讓我做不會違背自己良心的事情。
Being able to do things that don‟t go against my conscience.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4
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5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

8. 為我提供穩定的就業。
The way my job provides for steady employment.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

4

9. 有機會為其他人做事。
The chance to do things for other people.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

10. 有機會指揮他人做事。
The chance to tell people what to do.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

11. 有機會做一些發揮我能力的事情。
The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

12. 公司政策能付諸實踐的方式。
The way company policies are put into practice.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

13. 我的工資。
My pay.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

14. 我的工作量。
The amount of work I do.
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不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

15. 這份工作所提供給我的晉升機會。
The chances for advancement on this job.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

16. 於工作上有自己作判斷的自由。
The freedom to use my own judgment.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

17. 有機會嘗試用自己的方法處理工作上的問題。
The chance to try my own methods of doing the job.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

18. 工作場所的環境。
The physical working conditions.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

19. 我與同事之間的相處。
The way my co-workers get along with each other.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

20. 當做好一個工作時我會得到稱讚。
The praise I get for doing a good job.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4
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21. 從工作中所得到的成就感。
The feeling of accomplishment I get from the job.
不滿意
Dissatisfied

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

非常滿意
Extremely Satisfied

第五部份 Part 5:
基本資料 Basic Information
D1. 現時職業 Present
Occupation:*

1.
2.

*請選出你的答案。
Please choose one
answer.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

(
) 管理行業 Management occupations
(
) 商業和金融業務行業 Business and
financial operations occupations
(
) 電腦和數學行業 Computer and
mathematical occupations
(
) 建築與工程行業 Architecture and
engineering occupations
(
) 生命，物理和社會科學行業 Life,
physical, and social science occupations
(
) 社區和社會服務行業 Community
and social services occupations
(
) 法律行業 Legal occupations
(
) 教育，培訓和圖書館行業
Education, training, and library occupations
(
) 藝術，設計，娛樂，體育和媒體行業
Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media
occupations
(
) 醫療從業人員和技術行業
Healthcare practitioners and technical
occupations
(
) 醫療保健行業 Healthcare support
occupations
(
) 保護性服務行業 Protective service
occupations
(
) 食品製作及服務有關行業 Food
preparation and serving related occupations
(
) 建築和地面的清潔和維護行業
Building and grounds cleaning and
maintenance occupations
(
) 個人護理及服務行業 Personal
care and service occupations
(
) 銷售及相關行業 Sales and related
occupations
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D2. 現時職位 Present
Job Level*:
*請選出一個答案。
Please choose one
answer.

D3. 你有過多少次轉工
經驗(包括轉行業，轉公
司及跳槽經驗)?
How many times have
you switched jobs
(including changing
occupation types and
organizations as well as
Job Hopping
experiences)?
D4. 你認為一個人多久
轉一次工可被定義為轉
工轉得很快、很頻繁?
Within how much time
do you think a person
change jobs can be
defined as changing jobs
frequently?
D5. 你有沒有過在一間
公司工作不多於一年的
經驗?*
Did you have any
experiences of quitting a

17. (
) 辦公室與行政支援行業 Office and
administrative support occupations
18. (
) 農業，漁業和林業行業 Farming,
fishing, and forestry occupations
19. (
) 建設及採集行業 Construction and
extraction occupations
20. (
) 安裝，維護和修理行業 Installation,
maintenance, and repair occupations
21. (
) 生產行業 Production occupations
22. (
) 運輸和搬運物料行業
Transportation and material moving
occupations
23. (
) 軍事特定行業 Military specific
occupations
24. (
) 其他，請註明 Others, please specify:
25. ___________________________________
(
) 助理級員工 Associate Level Employee
(
) 入門級員工 Entry Level Employee
(
) 初級員工 Junior Level Employee
(
) 高級員工 Senior Level Employee
(
) 主任級員工 Officer-level Employee
(
) 經理級員工 Manager-level Employee
(
) 其他 (請註明) Other (Please specify):
___________________________________
____________________________次 Time(s)

大概 Around
(
)_____月 month(s)
(
)_____年 year(s)
轉一次工 changing jobs once

1. (
) 有，曾有過大約________次在一間公
司工作不多於一年的經驗
Yes, there had been about _______ times that I
quitted a job within 1 year.
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job within 1 year?*
*請圈出你的答案，如果
選有，請填上次數。
* Please circle your
answers, if you choose
“yes”, please fill in the
number of times you
have done so.

2. (
) 沒有，不曾有過在一間公司工作不多於
一年的經驗
No, I have never had any experiences of changing
jobs frequently
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